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● (1530)

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

Creek, Lib.)): Welcome to all of the members. This is meeting
number six of the Standing Committee on International Trade.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on June 16, 2025, the committee is resuming its study of
Canada's engagement in a rules-based international trade and in‐
vestment system.

We have with us today, from the Canadian Centre for Policy Al‐
ternatives, Stuart Trew, senior researcher. From the Chamber of
Shipping, we have Bonnie Gee, president, by video conference.
From the Grain Growers of Canada, we have Kyle Larkin, execu‐
tive director.

Welcome to all of you. Thank you for finding the time to come to
speak to the committee today.

We will start with five minutes for each one.

Mr. Trew, please start for up to five minutes.
Stuart Trew (Senior Researcher, Canadian Centre for Policy

Alternatives): It's a pleasure to do so. Thanks very much for the in‐
vitation to appear before this committee.

I am a researcher with the Canadian Centre for Policy Alterna‐
tives. We've been around since 1980, pursuing social, economic and
environmental justice policies that would push us in those direc‐
tions. I direct the trade and investment research project there, which
was established in 1999, right around the time of the battle in Seat‐
tle, which pushed back against some of these global trade rules that
we're talking about today.

I'm going to make a few broad points that I hope have relevance
to both of the committee's studies right now: the one with respect to
the CUSMA review and the one with respect to the rules-based in‐
ternational order.

We're very preoccupied, as I know everyone at this committee is,
with the trade wars we're seeing right now from the United States
and the deindustrialization that we're seeing in this country, which
is very much on purpose. It's part of what Trump is trying to do to
this country. We're very concerned about that.

With respect to the rules-based order, I'll make a few points.

The order established by the WTO and the web of trade agree‐
ments we've had in place since the early 1990s have been contested
pretty much from the beginning. I don't think it was ever settled. It

never congealed. It's been a site of contestation from the begin‐
ning—for good reason—whether in the streets through public
protests in Hong Kong, São Paolo and Cancún, or else in academic
discourse and in government policy rooms. The belief that these
rules reflected a universal truth about the limits of governing in a
free market economy was, I think, hubristic from the beginning.
We're starting to see the effects of that, and we're starting to see
people realizing that at this point.

We took a relatively flexible system for regulating global com‐
merce in the GATT—a system that acknowledged, for example,
how imbalances in production may become an economic and politi‐
cal problem or burden for countries, and that allowed states to ne‐
gotiate temporary safeguards, like import quotas or tariffs—and we
built a rigid set of overlapping treaties that locked countries into
policies that, if followed strictly, pretty much stunted industrial de‐
velopment and enshrined corporate rights to the detriment of other
international priorities and rights, like creating good jobs, preserv‐
ing high environmental and public health standards, having high
wages, upholding human rights and indigenous peoples' rights, and
so on. All these other international obligations took a back seat to
never-ending growth and the fantasy of perfect market competition
within and between nations. The system was built to fail, and we
should not mourn its passing.

Obviously, we need rules to avoid beggar-thy-neighbour policies
that help domestic jobs and domestic investors by harming other
people's jobs and other people's investments. I would say that's the
MAGA model, the Trump model.

There's something the government can do here through reforms
to our own trade remedies policy, as other witnesses have pointed
out to this committee recently.

Unifor, Canada's largest private sector union, has called on
Canada to deploy other measures, like the Foreign Extraterritorial
Measures Act, to penalize companies that use the excuse of tariffs
to move their capital into the United States, as we're seeing with
companies like Diageo or Futura Tool and Die right now.
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At the same time, Canada should play its part in the world as a
fair dealer. We shouldn't just go around breaking rules willy-nilly.
We should abide by commitments we have made related to tariffs
and market access. In other areas, like procurement, excessive intel‐
lectual property rights or excessive limits to how we regulate or set
industrial strategy, we need to be prepared to bend and, in some
cases, break some of the more unreasonable rules, as other coun‐
tries are doing. Let's be honest.

My second point is that preserving the old rules of free trade is
contradictory to Canada's efforts to forge a transformative industrial
strategy. Buy Canadian policies, in particular on large construction
and infrastructure projects, are a no-brainer, with minimal, if any,
impact on trading relations. Everybody else is doing it. European
nations don't lose sleep when they give contracts to European com‐
panies, and I don't think we should either. I think they'll understand
if we start to do this in a more systematic way.

We've also seen the European Union now following Canada and
Mexico in putting steel tariffs in place to protect its own industry.
There is some shifting of these strict rules. None of this is WTO-
compliant, just as Canada's retaliatory tariffs on Trump in the early
days—which I think were a good idea—were not WTO-compliant,
but they were necessary to protect Canadian jobs. They were neces‐
sary to protect our economic security, to use Trump's language.

The third and final point I'll make is that rules-based trade should
help workers, as well as companies. We have successes to build on,
like the rapid response labour mechanism in the Canada-U.S.-Mex‐
ico Agreement. This is producing results for workers in Mexico,
but it needs to be shielded and expanded to cover Canadian and
U.S. workplaces as well, so that we can start to discuss extending
the system in other countries. We can't do that unless we're also
committing to these same rules that we're applying in Mexico.
● (1535)

In light of the new Canada-Mexico action plan, I think it would
be beneficial to strengthen co-operation with Mexico in areas like
human rights as well, by supporting the protection mechanism for
human rights defenders and journalists, which is under the jurisdic‐
tion of the Mexican government. This benefits Canadian businesses
by giving them greater assurances that their Mexican operations are
not going to be involved, perhaps involuntarily, in human rights vi‐
olations.

Finally, I would say that Canada needs to withdraw from the in‐
vestor-state dispute settlement regime, which neither promotes nor
truly protects investment in other countries or in Canada. Interna‐
tional investment arbitration is the opposite of rules-based trade in
many respects. Its practitioners are constantly expanding the rules
on their own in arbitration, and they're constantly expanding corpo‐
rate protections beyond the wishes of negotiating parties, with no
demonstrable benefit in terms of added investment, especially sus‐
tainable investment. It's anti-democratic, and it undermines legal
reforms in those countries that would better provide security and
business stability.

Those are my comments for now. I appreciate this opportunity.
Thank you.

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

We'll go on to Mr. Larkin, please.

Kyle Larkin (Executive Director, Grain Growers of Canada):
Thank you, Chair.

Thank you to the members of the committee for inviting us.

My name is Kyle Larkin and I'm the executive director of Grain
Growers of Canada, also known as GGC. We are the national voice
for over 70,000 producers through our 14 national, provincial and
regional grower groups. As the farmer-driven association for the
grain sector, GGC champions federal policies that support the com‐
petitiveness and profitability of grain growers across Canada.

With over 70% of the grain grown in Canada exported, rules-
based trade is critical to the livelihoods of family-run grain farms
across the country. In fact, we export our grain and grain products
to over 160 countries around the world, creating $45 billion in ex‐
port value annually.

Unfortunately, the rules-based trading order and Canadian ex‐
ports are being challenged today like never before. Trade uncertain‐
ty, tariffs and non-tariff barriers are on the rise, directly impacting
grain producers across the country, who rely on international trade
for their individual farm revenues.

Most concerning is the trade uncertainty that we are currently ex‐
periencing with our two largest trading partners. The United States,
which accounted for over $17 billion of grain and grain product ex‐
ports in 2023, has become an unreliable trading partner, with
changes in their international trade policy on an almost daily basis.
Fortunately, all grain and grain product exports continue to be tar‐
iff-free under the Canada-United States-Mexico Agreement. How‐
ever, tariffs on steel and aluminum will have an impact on farm
equipment pricing, and overall trade uncertainty has depressed mar‐
kets for crops that family farms rely on.

Our second largest trading partner, China, which accounted for
over $9 billion of grain and grain product exports in 2023, has di‐
rectly targeted grain farmers in the current trade spat between our
two countries. The 100% duties introduced earlier this year on
canola oil, canola meal and peas, and the recently introduced 75.8%
duties on canola seed, have had a detrimental impact on farm gate
revenues. China has also begun a new anti-dumping investigation
into pea starch, furthering the effects on producers across the coun‐
try.
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What can Canada do in this changing international trade land‐
scape? We must first champion the rules-based trading order at
home through our own domestic policies and decisions. As Michael
Harvey from the Canadian Agri-Food Trade Alliance mentioned to
this committee about two weeks ago, “Protectionist measures, both
domestically and internationally, should be rejected, as they under‐
mine the principles of free, fair and open trade.”

Second, with over $45 billion in grain and grain product exports
to over 160 countries around the world, Canada continues to be an
important supplier of food. However, we have taken this position
for granted for too long, with global competitors quickly catching
up and competing for market share. To ensure Canada remains one
of the top agriculture and agri-food exporters in the world, we must
champion the rules-based trading order globally, strengthen our
market access engagement and invest in trade-enabling infrastruc‐
ture to meet the demands of the 21st century.

Lastly, and most importantly, Canada must reset its key trading
relationships. Trade uncertainty with our two largest trading part‐
ners is having a devastating impact on the livelihoods of family-run
grain farms across Canada. The benefits of CUSMA to Canada, the
United States and Mexico need to be continuously promoted and
defended. Ongoing and increased engagement with China is critical
in resolving trade irritants.

Canada must continue to instill, promote and defend the rules-
based trading order, both domestically and internationally. Without
it, our exports will shrink, impacting both grain farmers and
Canada's national economy.

Thank you very much, and I'd be happy to take any questions.
● (1540)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Larkin.

We'll move on to Ms. Gee, please, for up to five minutes.
Bonnie Gee (President, Chamber of Shipping): Madam Chair

and honourable members of the committee, thank you for the op‐
portunity to present our perspectives on rules-based international
trade and investment systems.

The Chamber of Shipping is proud to represent international
shipowners and operators who move more than 100 billion dollars'
worth of goods through Canadian ports to and from over 150 over‐
seas markets each year. From grain grown in the Prairies to miner‐
als mined in the north and tech products built in Ontario and B.C.,
shipping connects Canadian producers to global markets.

Canada depends on a rules-based international framework to en‐
sure that ship operators comply with international standards estab‐
lished through the United Nations International Maritime Organiza‐
tion, or IMO, where Canada is viewed as a respected and influential
maritime nation. The IMO negotiates conventions that set global
standards for safety at sea, environmental protection and maritime
security. Flag states where ships are registered enforce IMO regula‐
tions through inspections of ships conducted by a global network of
surveyors and port state control officers designated in countries
where ships are operating.

Canada is a signatory to the Paris Memorandum of Understand‐
ing on Port State Control, which consists of 28 participating mar‐

itime administrations that cover the waters of European coastal
states and the North Atlantic basin from North America to Europe.
Canada is also a signatory to the Tokyo MOU, which consists of 22
member authorities in the Asia-Pacific region. The intention behind
these MOUs is to eliminate the operation of substandard ships
through concentrated inspection campaigns and a harmonized sys‐
tem.

Canada's implementation of international conventions and guide‐
lines is generally consistent with global standards, but when legisla‐
tion or regulations deviate from the standards, there is often an in‐
creased cost for shipping lines doing business in Canada, which
may impact the competitiveness of Canadian businesses. The inter‐
national conventions and standards are meant to provide shipown‐
ers certainty in their investments in new builds and their contractual
arrangements.

Commercial shipping transactions are also executed under inter‐
nationally recognized standard form agreements developed by the
Baltic and International Maritime Council. These contracts are de‐
signed to streamline maritime operations, reduce legal risks and en‐
sure fairness and clarity to the parties involved.

In the absence of international frameworks for shipping, there
would be a plethora of conflicting national regulations, resulting in
commercial distortion and administrative confusion for the indus‐
try, causing uncertainty, inconsistency and inefficiency for global
trade.

The Office of the U.S. Trade Representative's decision to impose
new port entry fees on Chinese-built, -owned or -operated vessels
under a section 301 trade action will take effect on October 14. This
will have an impact on vessels serving the North American trade
and will likely result in increased freight rates and increased costs
to U.S. businesses and consumers. Two container lines that trade
regularly into the U.S. and Canadian ports could face up $2.1 bil‐
lion in additional costs in 2026. If Canada were to take a similar ap‐
proach on Chinese-linked vessels, the harm to Canadian businesses
could be greater.
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Furthermore, the United States' recent decision not to support the
International Maritime Organization's net-zero framework, which is
expected to be ratified in the coming weeks, carries significant im‐
plications. The net-zero framework sets annual GHG intensity re‐
duction targets for ship fuels through 2035, and penalties for ex‐
ceeding GHG limits will apply. As Canada intends to ratify the net-
zero framework, the U.S. threat to impose retaliatory tariffs on
countries endorsing this framework is deeply concerning, as it may
disrupt international trade flows and create further uncertainty for
carriers operating in U.S. markets. This stance also risks undermin‐
ing the competitiveness of Canadian businesses that rely on inte‐
grated supply chains and stable maritime governance.

The global shipping industry has exhibited a high degree of oper‐
ational agility in response to recent trade policy shifts and geopolit‐
ical disruptions. In the face of new regulatory measures and securi‐
ty threats to strategic maritime corridors, shipping operators have
rapidly adjusted routing strategies, reallocated fleet assets and di‐
versified port engagements to mitigate risk and maintain supply
chain continuity. These adaptive responses are supported by ad‐
vanced logistics technologies, integrated intermodal infrastructure
and robust contingency planning frameworks. The industry's capac‐
ity to respond swiftly and effectively to external shocks under‐
scores its strategic importance in global trade and its resilience in
navigating increasingly complex and volatile international environ‐
ments.

Canada's prosperity has long depended on the stability, trans‐
parency, predictability and openness afforded by the rules-based
global trading system. However, this is a pivotal moment, and
Canada should prioritize economic sectors that face the most severe
shocks while refining trade policies in a measured, decisive and
transparent manner to secure our own strategic economic interests
and to ensure our sovereignty, prosperity and resilience.
● (1545)

The shipping industry is highly adaptive and will continue to re‐
spond effectively to regulatory and market changes, driven by its
inherently competitive and dynamic nature. We are prepared to sup‐
port Canada and its trade diversification strategy.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you all very much.

We'll go on to Mr. McKenzie for six minutes.
David McKenzie (Calgary Signal Hill, CPC): Thank you very

much, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the three individuals who have come before the
committee today, bringing their background, information and much
intelligent commentary that we need to take into consideration.

Mr. Larkin, you mentioned prioritizing trade-enabling infrastruc‐
ture. This strikes me as something that, perhaps not entirely but
largely, is going to be within our control in our country, when so
many things these days are not.

Can you give us some further detail about that?
Kyle Larkin: That's a great question. Thank you very much for

that.

Only a few weeks ago, the Government of Canada came out with
its major projects list and listed about 10 or 12 different projects on
it. The ports of Montreal and Churchill made the list, but Canada's
largest port—not only for grain and grain products but for Canada's
economy at large—is the port of Vancouver. The port of Vancouver,
simply put, wasn't included on that list. I don't know why; we have
over $35 million of grain and grain products that go through there
every day, and over 50% of the grain grown in Canada goes
through the port of Vancouver. It's critically important for the sec‐
tor. We rely on infrastructure there that was built in the early to
mid-1900s. I can tell you that countries around the world are invest‐
ing billions of dollars in their trade-enabling infrastructure, and the
port of Vancouver should be at the top of that list.

David McKenzie: Absolutely.

I think you may have made some comments previously on the
Second Narrows bridge. I presume that ties into that same capacity
in the port of Vancouver.

Kyle Larkin: The Second Narrows rail bridge is at the top of our
list when it comes to the port of Vancouver. It's a bridge that was
built in the sixties, and it needs to go up and down every time a ship
passes underneath it. Because of the Trans Mountain pipeline ex‐
tension and its terminal, which is at the end of the bay, that bridge
is going up and down like never before. It's the only connection
point between the south shore and the north shore of the port of
Vancouver. That bridge was built in the 1960s. If it were ever to
fail, we would be in a pretty critical situation and at least half of the
operations at the port would be inoperable for weeks, if not months.

David McKenzie: That seems like a perfectly boxed and gift-
wrapped nation-building project for our government to consider.

Kyle Larkin: Yes, it is 100%.

David McKenzie: Thank you. I appreciate that.

I think you've spoken as well about regulatory burdens that have
an impact; however, I don't know if that's more in the shipping it‐
self or on the production side. Can you comment on some of the
things that we can do something about, notwithstanding what may
be happening with our trading partners around the world?

Kyle Larkin: Yes. On the regulatory side of things, regulatory
co-operation with the United States would be at the top of the list
when I think of regulatory challenges that we have. It's about being
able to integrate our regulatory systems not only with the U.S. but
also with Mexico, especially on sanitary and phytosanitary mea‐
sures, which are extremely important.

When we look at the CUSMA review or possible renegotiation,
that would be near the top of the list so that we make sure we con‐
tinue to work on that regulatory co-operation. I'm happy to see that
the government has taken that online a little bit more, but there
needs to be a lot more work done there with both countries.
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David McKenzie: One thing that has been identified in the
holistic relationship between Canada and the U.S. is that it contains
much trade, and some of that is very technical. Trade irritants are
things that our American partners have identified as problematic.

Are there irritants in the shipping world that you can tell us about
and that we could address?

Kyle Larkin: That's a good question.

I wouldn't say there are necessarily irritants in the grain and grain
products space. I'm happy to say that grain farmers, be they in Al‐
berta, Saskatchewan, Oklahoma or Nebraska, are all trying to do
the same thing. They're trying to grow crops. They're trying to
make a livelihood. They're mostly run by mothers, fathers, sons and
daughters, and what they're looking for is an equal partner in gov‐
ernment, be it the American government or the Canadian govern‐
ment. What they're looking for is trade to continue between our two
countries.

I always tell the story that oats grown in Manitoba are primarily
shipped down to five or six states in the U.S. and produced into
Cheerios; those Cheerios are then shipped back up here to Canada
for families to enjoy across the country. That's really the integrated
nature of our agriculture space. That story is told not just in the
grain space; it's told in the pork space and the cattle space. You
name the agriculture product, and that's usually how it works.

● (1550)

David McKenzie: We have a lot of public conversation these
days about auto parts going back and forth across our border as ve‐
hicles are assembled. Is it the same in agri-food and finished agri‐
cultural products produced for Canadians?

Kyle Larkin: Absolutely. You can look at the canola space as
well. We ship a significant amount of canola down to the U.S. A lot
of it goes to California and gets produced into biofuel; some of that
gets shipped back up here to Canada for individual Canadians or
for farmers to use in their equipment.

David McKenzie: Mr. Larkin, I grew up in Saskatchewan, and
my parents both grew up on the family farm in Manitoba, so I un‐
derstand greatly what you're talking about.

When we look beyond our borders, what markets would be prior‐
ities for grain farmers and exporters in Canada?

Kyle Larkin: I go back to the port of Vancouver. The reason the
port of Vancouver is our most important port and the reason it's
growing year to year is that the Indo-Pacific region is the fastest-
growing region in the world. It's not just me saying that; it's every
country around the world knowing that to be a fact.

When we think of our next customers, we're looking at the Indo-
Pacific, 100%. We look at India, Indonesia, Vietnam, Philippines—
almost every country in the Indo-Pacific is of critical importance
for us. We're keeping a close eye on the ASEAN negotiations.
Hopefully those get done as soon as possible. The Indonesia-
Canada free trade agreement was a good boost to our trade there.
It's one of the fastest-growing markets in the region. The Indo-Pa‐
cific is top of the list.

David McKenzie: I would presume you're looking for a normal‐
ization of relations with India and increased trade there, as well as
supplying food to that nation.

Kyle Larkin: Absolutely. India is critical for a lot of grain prod‐
ucts, but it is especially important for pulses—peas, lentils, etc. In‐
dia is one of the largest markets for pulses.

There are challenges here and there on tariff or non-tariff barriers
that come up every now and then. There's obviously a political
challenge there that sometimes comes up, based on how the politi‐
cal dynamics are between Canada and India. Our hope there is the
same as with China and the U.S. That relationship needs to be reset
so we can get our trade back online.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. McKenzie.

Ms. Lapointe, go ahead, please.

[Translation]

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

Good afternoon and welcome to the witnesses.

I have some questions for you, Mr. Larkin, particularly with re‐
gard to grain.

You piqued my curiosity with your story about Cheerios cereal:
The grain used to manufacture it is sent across the border, where it
is processed into a finished product that is then sent back to our
country.

What percentage of the grain we produce here in Canada is pro‐
cessed in the United States into products that are then sent here to
Canada?

[English]

Kyle Larkin: I don't have a specific stat for you on how much
product has come back into Canada from the U.S., but I can tell you
that over $17 billion of grain and grain products go to the U.S.
Some of that is used for their own domestic market, but a lot of that
gets manufactured into something else that then gets exported back
up here into Canada.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Don't you think the grain we want to consume
could be processed here?

[English]

Kyle Larkin: It's a good question. It's really a question of supply
chains and labour forces. There are obviously a lot of technicalities
at play there. The U.S., because of its size, has a much larger grain
and grain product market than we do. They obviously produce
more grain than we do, so they have domestic market forces that al‐
low some of their value-added processing to take place.
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There's always an opportunity for that to grow in Canada, and it
is growing. When you look around the greater Toronto area, for ex‐
ample, there are growing plants, mills and bakeries that consume a
lot of our wheat products from across the country, most of which is
coming from the Prairies.

If you look at the Prairies, you have many success stories of val‐
ue-added products, like pulses creating pea starch and pea protein.
Canola is probably the biggest success story, with the amount of
canola crushing we've been able to develop across the Prairies over
the past few years. Now we're opening up biofuel refineries in
Canada so that we can really create a circular economy where we
grow the canola, crush the canola and turn it into biofuel, and then
that biofuel is used by a farmer or by a Canadian. It's a slow-grow‐
ing success story.
[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: That's interesting.

You're talking about value-added products. Have things changed
since January, as a result of all the tariffs imposed by the President
of the United States on a variety of products? This decision has hit
the Canadian public hard. In response, people began to check the
origin of the products they were buying to see if they came from
Canada. Has that had an impact?
● (1555)

[English]
Kyle Larkin: Not necessarily...only because of the integrated

supply chains between Canada and the U.S. At the end of the day,
most, if not all, grain or grain products that Canadians buy at the
grocery store are made with Canadian grain. If you go to the gro‐
cery store right now and buy a box of cereal or even just a bag of
flour, it will have been produced from Canadian wheat.

We have a success story already of using our grain and grain
products within Canada, but the other success story is that we pro‐
duce more than we need here in Canada. That's why we export 45
billion dollars' worth internationally.
[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: You also piqued my curiosity earlier when you
said that there were no tariffs on grain we export to the United
States, but that you were going to be affected by the rising price of
equipment, mainly because of the tariffs on steel. To what extent
will this affect you?
[English]

Kyle Larkin: That's a great question. I did mention how the
steel and aluminum tariffs could impact farmers on the equipment
side of things. At the end of the day, the most popular brand in
Canada and the U.S. for equipment—combines, tractors, etc.—is
John Deere. For those who have been on the prairies, you would
have seen their green equipment. John Deere equipment is primari‐
ly manufactured in the U.S., and they use a lot of American steel
and aluminum, but they also use a lot of Canadian steel and alu‐
minum. Because of the tariffs back and forth between our two
countries, we're already seeing an increase in pricing on that equip‐
ment for American consumers. We're likely going to see it for our
Canadian farmers as well in the foreseeable future, only because of
the tariffs that are between our two countries.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Okay, but it only affects equipment, and it's
equipment that you don't have to change every year, since it has a
certain lifespan.

[English]

Kyle Larkin: It depends on the farmer. Some farmers change
their equipment every year; some farmers change their equipment
every four years, and some every 20 years. At the end of the day,
we're likely to see a price increase on equipment, and on some that
already costs in the millions of dollars. You'd be lucky to find a
combine or a tractor that's under $1 million brand new. When
they're purchasing equipment, a lot of it has been manufactured in
the U.S. It's not just John Deere; it's CASE and other equipment
companies as well. They're likely to see a price increase at a time
when farmers are seeing a decrease in the prices they're getting for
their crops. They're very much in a tight-margin situation where I'm
seeing lots of grain farmers actually losing out on revenue this year.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Thank you, Mr. Larkin.

Ms. Gee, you talked about diversifying our free trade agree‐
ments. We have a lot of them. Which ones do you think hold the
most promise for the shipping industry?

[English]

Bonnie Gee: We operate in global markets, so we rely on free
trade agreements around the world. Certainly the CUSMA one has
less of an impact for international carriers, as they tend to use rail‐
ways to deliver those goods. Certainly there are agreements with
the Asian nations, which would be very important for us.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We have Madame DeBellefeuille, please.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille (Beauharnois—Salaberry—
Soulanges—Huntingdon, BQ): Thank you, Madam Chair. I'm
honoured to be asking questions with you in the chair.

Thank you to the witnesses.

Mr. Trew, my questions will be for you.

It's good to hear from you. This is not a discourse we're used to
hearing. You bring a different perspective on international trade.
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You regularly talk to us about adopting stricter measures to en‐
sure that companies are doing their due diligence. In your opening
remarks, you said that you would like the ombud for responsible
enterprise to have more powers to take action with rogue compa‐
nies or ones that need to be brought into line.

Can you give us a little more detail on the powers that the ombud
for responsible enterprise might have?

Stuart Trew: Thank you for the question.
● (1600)

[English]

I'm not a specialist in the CORE. I do know that the position is
empty now. We need to fill that position. We currently don't have
an ombudsman looking into the activities of Canadian companies
abroad. A number of organizations have been pushing for that for a
while, to strengthen that and to give it more investigative powers,
the ability to force testimony from companies and so on. It's been
quite a voluntary process so far. That is very much part of the rules-
based trading order that I think would actually improve things, not
just for people, but for companies themselves to provide some kind
of certainty.

First and foremost, we need to get that position filled, and then
we need to start talking about giving the CORE more responsibili‐
ties, more investigative powers and more ability to hold companies
accountable for their actions abroad. I believe this has come up at
this committee a couple of times.
[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: I imagine it's urgent. We know that the
position is unfilled. Not only does the ombud not have enough
powers, but there's no concern about filling the position quickly.

Between January 1, 2024, and June 25, 2025, out of 34 ship‐
ments intercepted in Canada due to suspected forced labour, only
one was found to contain goods produced in whole or in part by
forced labour, and it was from the Xinjiang region. However, dur‐
ing the same period, several thousand shipments were intercepted
for that reason in the United States.

Currently, measures are in place to prevent products made with
forced labour from entering our supply chains, but they seem to be
weak.

In your opinion, is the Canadian control system sufficient to pre‐
vent products made with forced labour from coming in?

Stuart Trew: Thank you again for the question.
[English]

Evidently not. I don't know if it's mainly a resource problem. We
don't have the resources that the United States has to intercept and
investigate these issues of forced labour in supply chains. It's cer‐
tainly going to come up in the CUSMA review. At some point, the
United States will probably be pushing Canada and Mexico to do
more to stop imports from some regions, especially China but also
perhaps other regions. We will be asked to pick up more of the
slack, so it is an important question about how we do that. I think
we could have more transparent information maybe, more shared
databases with the United States in terms of importers and giving

that information to people outside of government, perhaps, and out‐
side the business sector, which could help in the investigations and
bring cases forward.

I was mentioning in my presentation the rapid response labour
mechanism in Mexico, and this is how that operates. It has been so
successful because is it's based on investigations that are started by
workers themselves in the factories and then followed through on
through the institutions established through the Canada-United
States-Mexico Agreement.

I can envision that as quite a positive thing for workers and hu‐
man rights in terms of the CUSMA review.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Do you think we could instead proceed
through legislation, that is to say create a law that would force com‐
panies to prove that they don't use forced labour to produce their
goods? Should Canada be moving in that direction and putting leg‐
islation in place?

[English]

Stuart Trew: Yes, absolutely, I think this thing should be legis‐
lated. I do understand, though, that it is difficult to determine in
supply chains everywhere. Supply chains are quite complicated and
vast, and they cross multiple countries, so it can be difficult even
for companies to find that out. Sometimes they don't necessarily
know if there are human rights violations in their supply chains.
Therefore, this thing should be legislated, absolutely, but there may
be some role for government in facilitating the evidence gathering,
which would help companies to then abide by that legislation. I
think that's absolutely reasonable.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Do you think Canada is lax when it
comes to forced labour? Do you think it is not making all the neces‐
sary efforts, particularly in terms of verification, to prevent these
goods from entering Canada? We can see that there is a big differ‐
ence compared to the United States. Why is Canada tolerating this?

Stuart Trew: That's a good question, but I don't know the an‐
swer.

[English]

Absolutely, it's clear that we need to be doing more to do this,
not just in China but also in many other countries. We have ver‐
sions of forced labour in Canada, too. There have been UN studies
done, and whether they're in the agricultural sector or elsewhere,
there are problems here that we need to address as well. Yes, abso‐
lutely, with respect to imports, our biggest trading partner expects
us to be doing more, and we certainly could be doing more.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll move on to Mr. Chambers, please, for five minutes.

Adam Chambers (Simcoe North, CPC): Thank you, Madam
Chair.
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Mr. Larkin, welcome back to committee. Thank you for being
here. I want to thank our other witnesses, as well, for joining us.

I'll start with Mr. Larkin for a couple of questions.

How hard is it to enter a new market? When the government
signs a free trade deal, how hard is it to start selling our goods
there?
● (1605)

Kyle Larkin: It's hard.
Adam Chambers: It's very hard.
Kyle Larkin: Let me tell you a bit more about that.

Canada is very good at signing free trade agreements. We're one
of the top countries in the world with free trade agreements around
the world. We have trade agreements in almost every continent.
Where we're challenged, though, is with regard to our trade imple‐
mentation. The trade agreement we have with the EU is probably
the largest example, but every trade agreement we have probably
has an example. With regard to the way we implement trade agree‐
ments, we are severely lacking.

One of the things we're pushing for is for extra powers and extra
resources for the market access secretariat. Its role within Global
Affairs Canada is to implement trade agreements, yet it is under‐
funded and simply requires more resources. What we need to get
better at is market implementation. The European Union free trade
agreement is the best example, because almost half of the member
states of the European Union still haven't ratified the CETA. We
signed a great free trade agreement, but it's not necessarily imple‐
mented.

Adam Chambers: That's right, so you would say that that's only
part of the puzzle. Signing the deal is one thing, and the implemen‐
tation is another. Would you say that we should be careful about
signing the deal and thinking the job is done? That's a risk. Would it
not be?

Kyle Larkin: The first step, obviously, is getting the deal signed.
The Canada-Indonesia agreement is a good first step. Now we have
to go the extra mile, which is actually implementing that agreement
so that it benefits not only our grain sector but our national econo‐
my at large.

Adam Chambers: Right.

We have some challenges with China at the moment. We also
had these challenges a couple of years ago, when there were some
missteps with the relationship. Do you have any estimates about
what that has cost your members or the sector generally, so far?

Kyle Larkin: Back in 2019, two of our major grain-handling
companies had their licences revoked by the Chinese government
from the Chinese market due to the Huawei situation and the two
Michaels situation. That cost the sector about $1.5 billion to $2.4
billion.

Adam Chambers: Right. That really was a result of a diplomat‐
ic challenge in the relationship. It ultimately cost farmers sales and
jobs. We're in another situation now where canola is being hit. I
think we had some testimony at the agriculture committee recently
saying that we're into the billions of dollars now with canola. Is that
your understanding as well?

Kyle Larkin: Exactly. The Canola Growers Association was at
that agriculture committee and referenced the number of 1.6 billion
dollars' worth of losses for farmers due to the current tariff situation
from China.

Adam Chambers: This is my final question for you.

You mentioned the port of Vancouver. I understood that some of
the efficiency stats or metrics at the port of Vancouver are difficult.
They don't have the greatest outcomes when it comes to shipping.
It's puzzling to me why they might not have been on a list to re‐
ceive infrastructure dollars.

Do you think infrastructure investment at the port of Vancouver
would help improve those statistics and metrics?

Kyle Larkin: Yes, absolutely. I mean, the choke points at the
port of Vancouver are numerous. The Second Narrows rail bridge is
one at the top of the list, but I could give you a list of 15 to 20 dif‐
ferent projects that need to be invested in at the port of Vancouver
today.

Adam Chambers: Thank you very much.

I'd just like to ask Ms. Gee a question.

Thank you very much for your attendance. I'm new to this com‐
mittee. I just thought I'd ask.... You mentioned the net-zero shipping
framework. How much is that going to cost your members to im‐
plement?

Bonnie Gee: Well, we're already struggling to find alternative
fuels that can support the needs of the global shipping industry.
Many of the new builds are built with a dual fuel capacity right
now. It's just a matter of finding fuels. We're fortunate that in Van‐
couver here we do have the capability to bunker vessels with LNG.
Certainly, there are a number of new builds currently on hold, wait‐
ing to see what sort of fuel is available.

There have been targets set for GHG intensity levels. Should
they exceed those intensity levels, we're looking at about $100
to $380 per tonne.

Adam Chambers: Thank you very much.

I apologize. I think we're a couple of seconds over. Thank you.

● (1610)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Fonseca, go ahead, please.

Peter Fonseca (Mississauga East—Cooksville, Lib.): Thank
you, Madam Chair.
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Mr. Larkin, for all of the challenges that you brought up about
trade—and there are many—I would have to say that the Grain
Growers of Canada could really be the poster child for diversifica‐
tion. You've been doing this for decades, in 160 countries around
the world. You understand very well how to do it. I'm sure that
many of our sectors could take many lessons from the grain grow‐
ers and how they're able to diversify their market.

I want to get to the CUSMA. We went through the renegotiation
of NAFTA and the modernization of NAFTA that brought us the
CUSMA over the last five years. What has that meant to the grain
growers in terms of your exports to the United States and to Mexi‐
co?

Kyle Larkin: That's a great question.

When I look at the list of trade agreements that Canada enjoys
currently, CUSMA is by far the most important trade agreement to
the grain sector here in Canada. Seventeen billion dollars' worth to
the U.S. is irreplaceable, just as nine billion dollars' worth to China
is irreplaceable. Market diversification is extremely important, but
at the end of the day, the amount that we export to the U.S. and
China and the amount that they demand is irreplaceable. We cannot
find a replacement market for either of them.

CUSMA has aided our exports both to the U.S. and to Mexico.
Mexico is our fourth-largest trading partner for grain and grain
products. There's a great opportunity there to export more, but the
U.S. is always going to be our largest customer. They have the dol‐
lars and the population for it. Simply put, they have the demand for
it.

Peter Fonseca: From these learnings, over the next five years,
what recommendations would you have for our committee in terms
of the CUSMA review, and what would you see as improvements
to the CUSMA as we get into this review?

Kyle Larkin: The first thing I want to say is that the good thing
is that CUSMA has been operating well for Canada's grain sector,
so, first and foremost, we need to defend what we already have.

Second of all, though, there are ways to improve it. First, the
trade dispute mechanism needs to be upheld. It is extremely impor‐
tant. We understand that our American friends might not like it the
most, but we need that, as the smaller partner within this agree‐
ment.

Second are sanitary and phytosanitary regulations and standards.
We need to get our regulatory frameworks aligned with those of the
U.S. and to ensure that the Pest Management Regulatory Agency
here in Canada or the Canadian Food Inspection Agency—two ma‐
jor agencies that create a lot of the regulatory systems that govern
grain products here in Canada—are aligned with the U.S. and that
they don't go down a path that makes us unaligned with the U.S.,
which we've seen in recent years.

Peter Fonseca: I understand those regulations and looking at
harmonization. How about the transportation logistics within the
continent? How are they working?

Kyle Larkin: Thankfully, they're working well. We have numer‐
ous rail connections between Canada and the U.S. The main mode
of transportation for grain and grain products between our two
countries is rail. Now we have a railway company, CPKC, that con‐

nects Canada directly to Mexico. The rail connections among our
three countries are extremely important and have been operating
fairly well over the past few years.

Peter Fonseca: Thank you.

Now I'm going to go to Ms. Gee.

Ms. Gee, from a shipping industry perspective, what's the single
most important priority for Canada in the CUSMA review?

Bonnie Gee: In the CUSMA review, all I can speak about is the
impact. As we increase volumes through some of our more con‐
strained, larger ports on the west coast, we don't have the digital in‐
frastructure that we need to optimize the movement of commodities
across our supply chain. What happens often, in the end, is that we
have vessels waiting for cargo that has not yet arrived, and then we
find that these vessels don't have a sufficient number of anchorages,
so they're left drifting offshore and waiting until they have the abili‐
ty to come in, sit at an anchorage and wait for their cargo. For me,
when we talk about infrastructure, I would like to see additional an‐
chorages or more capability to optimize the information and the flu‐
idity of the cargo, to the west coast in particular.

Peter Fonseca: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Madame DeBellefeuille, go ahead for two and a half minutes,
please.

● (1615)

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Thank you, Madam Chair.

My question is for you, Mr. Trew.

As you know, right now, the committee is only looking at the im‐
plementation of treaties, not necessarily the treaties themselves.

Do you think we're at a point where free trade agreements should
first be debated and passed in the House of Commons and then
studied in parliamentary committee?

Stuart Trew: Thank you for your question.

[English]

That's something we've always called for at the Canadian Centre
for Policy Alternatives. There should be a greater role for members
of this committee and members of Parliament in the drafting pro‐
cess and, perhaps, a closer role throughout the negotiations. I know
that's been the case, to some extent, in the NAFTA renegotiations. I
believe there was a role, for example, for provincial governments,
and for Parliament to some extent.

However, it doesn't make sense to me that Parliament has a
yes/no vote on these agreements that are negotiated and that deal
with so many areas of public policy, well beyond trade. There
should be some role in advance to make sure it has parliamentary
approval.
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[Translation]
Claude DeBellefeuille: The Bloc Québécois shares your opinion

and has introduced a bill to that effect. It is important that the free
trade agreements that are negotiated be subject to debate and trans‐
parency.

We will soon begin analyzing the Canada-United States-Mexico
Agreement, or CUSMA. In your testimony, you talked about the
need to protect workers as well as a rapid response mechanism in
Mexico.

Could you provide us with more details on this mechanism in
connection with CUSMA?
[English]

Stuart Trew: This is a priority for our organization. It's a priori‐
ty for Mexican labour unions and for United States labour unions as
well.

The rapid response labour mechanism in the Canada-U.S.-Mexi‐
co Agreement has seen a number of successes. It's been used at
least 40 times, as I understand it. Through investigations of facili‐
ties directly brought on by workers in those facilities, with help
from the United States and Canada, it has resulted in employees be‐
ing reinstated and votes being redone—for certification of unions,
for example, because we know there are a lot of corrupt unions in
Mexico that will try to undermine the rights that employees have to
free collective agreement and bargaining and freedom of speech. It
has been a success, and groups in Mexico are hoping that it is ex‐
tended in the review.

We understand from the United States Trade Representative—
not directly from them, but in hearing from people they are talking
to—that they are also interested in keeping this process as part of
the Canada-U.S.-Mexico Agreement, and perhaps making it better
in terms of being faster and more accountable.

We're worried the talks are going to split into three—U.S.-
Canada and U.S.-Mexico—at which point we lose some control
over that in terms of the Canadian government and the Mexican
governments working together to improve that mechanism. We
would like to see Canada insisting on that, starting the conversation
now with the Mexican government. Hopefully we can keep it as a
three-way to increase Canada's leverage in those talks.

There is very much agreement in the United States that this is
something we could keep, and I would like to see Canada adopting
it as its own policy and putting it in agreements, like the one we
have with Indonesia, but they didn't. We don't have a rapid response
mechanism in Indonesia, where forced labour and child labour are
rampant, as we know, in supply chains.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We go now to Ms. Gladu for five minutes.
Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton—Bkejwanong, CPC):

Thank you, Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for appearing today.

My questions will be through the lens of trying to increase
Canada's exports and the diversification of the exports, and I'm go‐
ing to start with Mr. Larkin.

The government has already done so much to punish the grain
industry in terms of fertilizer tariffs, fertilizer limitations, the clean
fuel standard, etc., and now we have things outside of our control,
like the Chinese tariffs. What do you see as being the biggest barri‐
ers to increasing Canada's exports and continuing to diversify
them?

Kyle Larkin: There are many barriers, but thank you for the
question.

We spoke earlier about trade-enabling infrastructure. I think
that's one of the largest barriers that we face, these major choke
points, not only at the port of Vancouver but all across our rail lines
as well. Over 90% of the grain grown in the Prairies is moved and
exported by rail, so we have to ensure that our rail systems are
aligned and working well. Then we have to make sure that our
ports, including the port of Vancouver but also ports out east, are
operating at their full capacity.

We have competitors around the world that are investing billions
of dollars in their individual ports. I'll reference one port. I won't
name the country and I won't name the port, but there is a port
somewhere in the Indo-Pacific that is owned by a private company,
by one individual. That port is more sophisticated and more innova‐
tive than all of our ports here in Canada combined. That port is
owned by one individual, so that just showcases how far behind we
are in our trade-enabling infrastructure and how we have to invest
in it today and well into the future.

● (1620)

Marilyn Gladu: Thank you for that.

I do see that we have pinch points in our ports across the country,
both in Vancouver and at the port of Montreal.

Ms. Gee, can you speak to what we need to do from a ports per‐
spective, not just the large ones that exist but maybe potential other
ports across Canada, to increase our ability to export international‐
ly?

Bonnie Gee: I can speak to the Canada Marine Act and the way
that ports are governed. Currently, ports can't collaborate or work
together. We find that they compete, and they don't necessarily opti‐
mize how they can share resources or share land capacity that they
might have. We feel there needs to be a review of the Canada Ma‐
rine Act and modernizing the ports. There was an initiative under
way several years ago. We haven't actually finalized that process.

Marilyn Gladu: I think that's true. There's the port of Sarnia,
and there's Thunder Bay. There are a number of ports on the Bay of
Quinte that have access to the St. Lawrence Seaway. It would be a
really good idea to expand and increase their capacity in order to
expand our exports.

I have another question for Mr. Larkin. This has to do with the
trade agreements we have and the harmonizing of specifications. It
appears to me, with agreements like CETA, our agreement with the
U.K. and some of the other ones, that we are willing to accept their
products even though they don't meet Canadian specifications, but
they are unwilling to accept our products.
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Can you give us some examples of where you think we should be
prioritizing the work to harmonize those specifications?

Kyle Larkin: That's a great question.

I'll give you a concrete example. One of the largest consumers of
durum wheat in the world is Italy, because they consume a lot of
pasta, which is manufactured with durum wheat. The challenge
there is that they don't want to use Canadian durum wheat, which is
top-grade and the highest quality in the world. They would rather
use their own durum wheat, even when they run out of their own
durum wheat. There's a major issue there of their putting up non-
tariff barriers that disallow Canadian durum wheat from entering
the Italian market, and that impacts farm revenues at the end of the
day. That's one concrete example where non-tariff barriers impact
farmers. There are numerous examples, not just in Europe but
around the world, of non-tariff barriers impacting the trade that we
could potentially do with these markets.

Marilyn Gladu: I agree.

One other thing that was on my mind has to do with CUSMA
and the trade that we're doing there. I'm wondering if there are any
issues in that agreement related to this harmonization of specifica‐
tions, where we're taking materials from the U.S. in the agricultural
food industry but they're not reciprocal.

Kyle Larkin: I'll give you a concrete example, not from the U.S.
but from our other CUSMA trading partner, Mexico. We want to
export more cereals like wheat and barley to Mexico, but they have
certain sanitary and phytosanitary standards that do not co-operate
with what the U.S. and Canada do; therefore, they're requiring all
of those exports to be fumigated, which makes exports to their mar‐
ket extremely inefficient. That really impacts the amount that we
can export to Mexico on a monthly or an annual basis. That's one
small example of where there's no regulatory alignment between
two trading partners within CUSMA.

With the U.S., we're fairly aligned, only because of how integrat‐
ed the supply chains are between Canada and the U.S. but, at the
end of the day, regulatory co-operation can always be enforced and
always be strived for.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Lavoie, you have five minutes.

[Translation]
Steeve Lavoie (Beauport—Limoilou, Lib.): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

Mr. Larkin, since the beginning of the meeting, you've talked a
lot about the Port of Vancouver and a bit about the Port of Montre‐
al. My riding, Beauport-Limoilou, is located in the Quebec City re‐
gion, where a lot of grain is transported. You talked a lot about
grain. In a way, the Quebec City region is the entryway to the
St. Lawrence River. It's the main gateway to North America, as I
like to say. Can it play an additional role in diversifying our market
toward Europe?

Last week, a witness told us that only 5% of exports by ship went
to the United States. Therefore, we're thinking more about market
diversification on the European side.

Can the regions of Quebec City and eastern Canada, including
Montreal, play an additional role in diversifying markets, such as
European ones?

● (1625)

[English]

Kyle Larkin: I was at the port of Quebec City in July. I saw the
grain terminal and the infrastructure there first-hand. I was happy to
see that Parrish & Heimbecker recently purchased a grain terminal
there. They have big plans to grow that grain terminal because of
the demand they see in markets out east. It's not just Europe; it's
northern Africa, and it's also going down south to South America.

There are some great opportunities for growth. I'll give the great
example of Morocco, which is one of the largest consumers and
manufacturers of couscous in the world. How do you manufacture
couscous? Again, you need durum wheat. Canada is one of the
largest manufacturers and suppliers of durum wheat around the
world. We can certainly produce more, and we can export more,
but, again, our infrastructure needs that attention, not just in Van‐
couver. The port of Quebec City is another great example.

[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you, Mr. Larkin.

Ms. Gee, I'd like to continue talking to you about marine trans‐
portation. As I just mentioned, I represent the riding of Beauport—
Limoilou. Obviously, the Port of Québec is an important player in
marine transportation in Canada.

I'm thinking about the supply chain and what's happening in the
United States. Canada is currently looking at market diversification.
You talked about that, as well as predictability.

Where in Canada's supply chain should investments be consid‐
ered to realize our vision for the future? If you have any concrete
examples to give us, it would be useful to hear them.

[English]

Bonnie Gee: Everyone talks about infrastructure but, from my
perspective, I always think about maritime domain awareness, and I
was very pleased to see the Coast Guard being moved from Fish‐
eries and Oceans to the Department of National Defence. Certainly
on the west coast, we deal with a number of indigenous groups, and
they all have an interest in the waterways in which we operate.

In terms of what we need, I think we need good baseline data.
When we talk about major new projects, we'll be faced with base‐
lines and cumulative effects that we'll have to manage for any in‐
creased traffic. I think we need more data on the shipping side of
things. There's a significant amount of ocean science, but we all
need to make sure that we agree on what the baselines are. We also
need more digital infrastructure.
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[Translation]
Steeve Lavoie: You're saying that, in terms of marine transporta‐

tion logistics in Canada, we need to invest more in digital structures
than in physical structures. Is that correct?

[English]
Bonnie Gee: That's correct.

Certainly, when we deal with the federal government, we're deal‐
ing with multiple departments that don't co-operate. There's a lot of
repetition and redundancy in reporting to the federal government.
We're not maximizing the efficiency and the opportunities within
the government to have a single window where we can best manage
vessel arrivals and clearances.

[Translation]
Steeve Lavoie: Mr. Trew, since I have a bit of time left, I'm go‐

ing to ask you a question.

In your introduction, you said that compromises had to be made
in the negotiations. What kind of compromise seems reasonable to
you in order to get good deals for Canada in the negotiation of fu‐
ture agreements?

Stuart Trew: Thank you for your question.

[English]

As I was trying to explain in here, flexibility is what we need to
be thinking about.

The World Trade Organization is there. The disputes, as we
know, are not going anywhere. They go to the end of the dispute
process, and then they get appealed into the void.

Previous witnesses before this committee have said that the old
rules order is in a lot of trouble. The United States has pretty much
put the final nail in that coffin.

The compromise is that we have to accept that.... I understand
there are issues around durum access, for example, in Italy, but for
the Italians, it is a reasonable policy that they want to use Italian
durum wheat first. We talked about breakfast cereals here; it is a
reasonable policy. It's maybe not ideal, or optimal, as they say in
market terms, but these are political realities that we have to deal
with. People have democratic, political realities. They want to de‐
velop their own industry. They can't be having someone from, say,
the trade law department of your government saying constantly,
“Well, we can't do that, because it says you can't do that here in this
agreement,” which nobody is really enforcing anymore because the
rules are in flux.

If we're going to survive this period, we obviously have to work
with like-minded governments. There's a rise of authoritarianism
around the world, and we can't be working toward that direction,
but we can work with like-minded governments on compromise
around trade policy—negotiated outcomes, maybe, more so than
rigid dispute settlements that result in the rules being followed to a
T, with everyone trying to benefit as much as they can and work
through how they're going to produce jobs here and basically gov‐
ern in the way they see fit.

● (1630)

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

[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you to all our witnesses. I will suspend for a
minute or two so we can change panels and get reconnected.

Thank you all very much for your valuable information, and hap‐
py Thanksgiving, by the way.

● (1630)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1635)

The Chair: I'm calling our meeting back to order.

As an individual, we have David Collins, professor of interna‐
tional economic law, by video conference.

From the Canadian Cattle Association, we have Tyler Fulton,
president, and Dennis Laycraft, executive vice-president.

From the Canadian Steel Producers Association, we have
François Desmarais, vice-president, trade and industry affairs.

Thank you all very much for finding time to come and speak to
the committee today. It's a very important time, and we appreciate
your commitment to coming to the committee.

Mr. Collins, I invite you to make an opening statement of up to
five minutes, please.

David Collins (Professor, International Economic Law, City
St George's, University of London, As an Individual): That's
great. Thank you very much.

My name is David Collins. I'm a professor of international eco‐
nomic law at City St George's, University of London. I'm from
Canada, and I have been in the U.K. about 20 years. My main per‐
spective on world trade and investment law, which are my areas of
speciality, tends to be from the U.K., but I've always kept an eye on
Canada and on global affairs generally in terms of trade and invest‐
ment.

I'd like to start by saying that I often find myself being asked
about the economic impacts of trade wars, trade tariffs and so on. I
feel confident that I can comment on that, but I'm a lawyer, so I'm
more interested in the international legal implications and the ques‐
tion as to whether what we're witnessing in terms of the onslaught
of protectionism—tariffs in particular—is legal under international
law.
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The short answer is that it is not. Much of what we have seen,
specifically coming out of the U.S. but not only the U.S.—we've
seen this from China, the EU, India and other places—probably vi‐
olates the bedrock of the world trading system that was formulated
in the 1940s under GATT, which would later become the World
Trade Organization, and that spread into all these regional trade
agreements. Most notable, from Canada's perspective, is the USM‐
CA or CUSMA, as well as these mega-regionals like the CPTPP
and so on.

We're obviously in a very fraught time in world trade. Tariffs
globally have never been this high. They're the highest they've been
since the end of the Second World War, and we're seeing a lot of
moves toward protectionism, again from the U.S. in the forms of
tariffs, but also things like export controls and these really sticky
non-tariff barriers, such as non-recognition of quality assessment
procedures and so on, which I think the EU is particularly known
for.

One of the side problems with the U.S. tariffs is that they have
caused a glut of a number of commodities—such as steel, alu‐
minum and others—around the world, and the surplus, which is
typically coming from China, has been dumped into other coun‐
tries. This is causing these countries around the world in tandem to
impose trade barriers, most noticeably what the EU has done only
in the last 48 hours by announcing all these tariffs.

These are a violation of the principles of the GATT. The main
justification cited for these measures.... Again, we tend to associate
this with the U.S., especially in Canada. We look at the U.S. as the
largest trading partner, and we see what's coming out of Washing‐
ton. This tends to be justified on the basis of national security, and
under domestic U.S. law, it's the section 232 tariffs.

If you translate that into international law, this is article XXI of
the GATT. This was drafted a long time ago, in the 1940s, and the
language of the GATT is notoriously self-judging. That means that
a member state of the World Trade Organization can designate
whether it feels that it is having an essential security threat as a
consequence of its free trade commitments under the GATT, and
there is a similar provision under the GATS, which is the services
agreement.

The problem with that provision is that, especially in the last five
years or so, it has really been exploited. Countries around the
world—particularly the U.S., but also others—have been using this
as a justification to impose trade barriers for all kinds of things.
You might make an argument plausibly for steel, aluminum and so
on, but there are all kinds of commodities now. In theory, the way it
is framed leaves it beyond the scrutiny of the international tribunal,
specifically the World Trade Organization panels.

We do have a case under the WTO that tells us that these deci‐
sions can be scrutinized for essential security, but it's a very light-
touch scrutiny, and panels tend to allow countries to follow through
with this. Even if they didn't, there's not much in the way of en‐
forcement provisions under the WTO.

In the time I have left—because I have a feeling I'm probably
taking longer than I think I am—

● (1640)

The Chair: You have 30 seconds.

David Collins: —I want to quickly mention investment, which
is, of course, the other big element of the world economic system.

There has been a noticeable increase in foreign investment barri‐
ers around the world. These tend to appear in domestic legislation.
The Investment Canada Act was one of the forerunners of this. The
EU has it. The U.K. has it, and the U.S. has it. There's a concern
that these are also being used extensively, and the investment
treaties have the same essential security provisions generally, which
are, again, self-judging.

Countries are using national security to effectively engage in
protectionism, and this is creating a cascade effect around the world
and causing a lowering of living standards everywhere, including in
Canada—perhaps especially in Canada because of its reliance on
the U.S. so much.

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

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

Tyler Fulton (President, Canadian Cattle Association): Thank
you, Madam Chair and members of the committee. On behalf of the
Canadian Cattle Association, thank you for the opportunity to speak
to the committee on the critical need for rules-based trade.

As mentioned, I'm president of the Canadian Cattle Association.
I have a beef operation just outside of Birtle, Manitoba.

Through our nine provincial members, CCA represents more
than 60,000 beef producers across the country. As many of you al‐
ready know, trade is a key part of our business. Approximately 50%
of what we produce is exported to markets around the world. Be‐
cause of progressive trade deals with countries that also value rules-
based trade, we're able to add about 40% of value to each animal.

The Canadian Cattle Association has always stood up for free
and fair trade, working with the Government of Canada and other
stakeholders, including the WTO, which is the international body to
promote rules-based trade. Over 98% of global trade falls under
WTO rules or between WTO partners. CCA has always supported
the work our government does to ensure a strong WTO. Rules-
based trade has provided the stability necessary for business to
trade around the world.

Today's context looks different from 20 years ago, but the role of
the WTO remains. We need Canada and like-minded countries to
continue to defend international rules-based trade.



14 CIIT-06 October 9, 2025

It starts by standing up for Canadian businesses that have been
discriminated against, such as what our sector is currently facing in
China. Since 2021, Canadian beef has been shut out of China due to
unjustified trade action. We have mentioned at a previous commit‐
tee appearance that we support the government starting discussions
at the WTO to remedy our long-standing market access challenges.
It's critical for Canada, an export-driven economy, to defend Cana‐
dian interests and stand up to countries that are not following the
rules-based trade. Working with allies that share the same standards
for science- and rules-based trade is key for us to diversify trade.

The U.S.A. is our largest export market by far, and we look for‐
ward to the opportunity to appear before your committee to speak
more specifically on CUSMA.

In the context of today's study, it's pertinent to share this. Earlier
this year, the U.S. administration put out a report on non-tariff bar‐
riers impacting their exporters. The barriers impacting the U.S. beef
producers with third countries are the same barriers that Canadian
producers face. We will be stronger economically if we work with
the U.S.A. to address these barriers and ensure that trading partners
are upholding science-based trade as the foundation of trade.

It is in this context that I flag to the committee a significant con‐
cern regarding potential trade with Mercosur. The government an‐
nounced earlier this fall that Canada would be advancing the re‐
sumption of the Canada-Mercosur free trade agreement negotia‐
tions. Canadian beef producers are on high alert regarding any po‐
tential agreement that would allow further access from four of the
top eight global beef-exporting countries into our Canadian market.
We cannot support any deal that includes beef access to Mercosur.
Not only would it displace Canadian beef in our domestic market,
but it would bring new challenges for us with our number one trad‐
ing partner, which has been very clear about how it feels about
trade with Mercosur.

We ask parliamentarians to stand up for Canadian beef and our
trade opportunities, and focus on trade diversification discussions
with countries that hold the same international rules that Canada
follows.

There is a lot of global demand for beef. When we travel interna‐
tionally, particularly in Asia, we hear of the demand specifically for
high-quality, grain-finished beef, which is exactly what we have to
offer here in Canada. It's because Canada follows science-based
trading rules that our Canadian beef is sought after as a reliable,
high-quality ingredient.

I'll end my comments on this note. As an industry, Canadian beef
producers are excited about the potential trade diversification
growth. Many opportunities are coming through our progressive
trade agreements like CPTPP, where, outside the U.K., evidence-
based trade is the standard.
● (1645)

To achieve Canada's trade diversification goals, we need to work
together, as government and industry, to ensure that rules-based
trade maintains the standard.

I look forward to your questions.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Fulton.

We move to Mr. Desmarais, please, for up to five minutes.

François Desmarais (Vice-President, Trade and Industry Af‐
fairs, Canadian Steel Producers Association): Madam Chair and
honourable members of the Standing Committee on International
Trade, on behalf of the Canadian Steel Producers Association,
thank you for inviting me today. It's always a privilege to appear in
front of you and to have the opportunity to present the views of our
industry on various matters, such as this important one on Canada's
engagement in a rules-based international trade and investment sys‐
tem.

Over the years, many of you heard us repeat that the situation is
dire for the Canadian steel industry, and today is no different. In
many regards, it's getting worse. The international steel trade mar‐
ket has dramatically embarked on a unique path for the past 20
years, marked by unfair practices, dumping, circumvention and
protectionism. These heavy trends have been accelerating in recent
months.

Since March, we've been facing crippling tariffs imposed by the
U.S. administration on our steel crossing the border into our largest
market, and these tariffs were later raised to 50% this past June. We
are also seeing our Canadian manufacturers and customers being
impacted if they dare to use Canadian steel to manufacture their
goods and sell them in the U.S., because of the extension of the tar‐
iff to derivative products. This has practically shut down our access
to the U.S. market.

To put things in perspective, last year we exported six million
metric tons of our primary forms of steel to the U.S., which is
worth about $10 billion Canadian. As every single month passes by,
we export less. We're at 50% of the monthly volume we used to be
at, and it's diminishing rapidly.

Make no mistake: U.S. actions, under section 232 for steel and
steel derivatives, are not driven by the behaviour of our Canadian
producers. They are driven by the global industrial overcapacity in
the steel sector, mainly coming from China, which doesn't play by
the rules. The Americans have taken unilateral action because no
international trade organization has been effectively equipped to
address overcapacity, especially in the steel sector.

We are facing unfair trade practices in Canada too.
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[Translation]

The Canadian steel industry is the canary in the coal mine. Our
industry is the largest user of the trade remedy system. Of the
55 trade actions enforced by the Canada Border Services Agency,
39 are related to steel products or products that contain steel. It
amounts to 70% of all countervailing duties. Obviously, we have a
problem. In addition, 60% of all steel dumping cases in the country
are related to China.
● (1650)

[English]

How do we fix global overcapacity, then? The U.S. have been
using their sections 232 and 301 to protect their domestic industry
for years, and not just for the steel industry. As for the Europeans,
they announced this past Tuesday that they will impose a tariff rate
quota on all imports of steel, including from free trade partners, and
replace the safeguards they've been using for many years. The EU
policy is, in many regards, similar to what Canada adopted this
summer. One of the significant differences, though, is that they will
limit imports from their free trade partners to 47% of the levels of
last year, while Canada has the limit at 100%.

Furthermore, our tool kit needs improvement too. As an exam‐
ple, our anti-circumvention legislation needs modernization. We
need to do better at addressing unfair trade practices coming from
the non-market economy, as well as adapting section 53 of the Cus‐
toms Tariff act to put in check new egregious trade manoeuvres.

Madam Chair and members of the committee, thank you again
for hosting the CSPA today. I look forward to answering your ques‐
tions.

The Chair: We thank all of you very much.

I now open the floor to questions from the members.

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

Welcome to all of our wonderful witnesses, and those joining us
online as well.

Mr. Fulton, I have a couple of questions for you. You mentioned
non-tariff barriers. My understanding is that U.K. beef exports to
Canada have recently surged quite high—I think well over 170%,
as I understand it. Is that correct?

Tyler Fulton: I'm not certain of the percentages, but yes, abso‐
lutely, that's been the trend over the course of the last three years.

Adam Chambers: How have beef exports from Canada been to
the U.K.?

Tyler Fulton: They are unchanged, at zero.
Adam Chambers: We obviously have an issue. We have a trade

agreement, and we're supposed to abide by the rules, but there are
also these non-tariff barriers, as we discussed, that prevent Canadi‐
an producers from accessing that market. Yet, reciprocal access is
not actually occurring. That's in fact happening today.

Tyler Fulton: That's exactly right, yes.
Adam Chambers: Is that the risk that you're highlighting, or the

concern that you have with agreements with Mercosur or others,

that we can sign a trade agreement but we could be in the same sit‐
uation, where we have stuff coming in but we can't have our stuff
going out?

Tyler Fulton: I think that's a valid concern, 100%. The focus of
our concern is the possibility of Canada becoming a bit of a dump‐
ing ground for a South American product that may be a backdoor
access into the U.S. I want to be extremely clear about this. Our
American counterparts have made it explicitly clear that they're
watching, with a very watchful eye, for that origin product coming
through back channels into the United States. That poses a very sig‐
nificant risk to the trade that we currently benefit from with the
U.S. We can't put that at risk.

Further to that, there's another issue that quite simply is of a
comparable level, and that is that we don't have confidence in
things like the disease surveillance systems that are in place in
South America. They have a track record of having dubious report‐
ing and surveillance mechanisms that quite simply do not meet the
standard that we've become accustomed to.

Adam Chambers: Thank you very much.

Just so I understand, beef could come in from another country,
not just to displace Canadian beef here but also to find its way into
the U.S., which would challenge our relationship with the Ameri‐
cans, the largest trading partners of your producers.

● (1655)

Tyler Fulton: Yes, that's exactly right. Currently, the U.S. repre‐
sents $6 billion of $7 billion in exports of beef. Of course, over and
above that there's the live cattle trade. That's what is at risk if we
start seeing a significant flow of beef into Canada. This is notwith‐
standing the disease-related risk, which quite simply is not measur‐
able.

Adam Chambers: Thank you very much. I appreciate your testi‐
mony in highlighting those risks for us as we consider other poten‐
tial agreements and discussions that the government might have.

I have under a minute left.

Mr. Collins, do you have an opinion on whether the section 232
tariffs are in fact legal? Do you have a view that it's Congress's le‐
gal right to impose something that looks like a sales tax? Is that
something you would have an opinion on?

David Collins: Well, I have to say that I'm not an expert in U.S.
law, although I am admitted to the New York bar. My expertise, to
the extent that I have it, is in international law. However, from what
I've read, my sense is that they're probably not legal under U.S. law,
and it looks like the courts in the U.S. are probably going to rule
that they are indeed illegal. These are powers that fall into the
hands of Congress, not the President. That's my sense, but I
wouldn't claim to be an expert in U.S. law.
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Adam Chambers: I'll take that as great advice. Thank you very
much for your testimony.

Thanks, Madam Chair.
The Chair: You have 53 seconds remaining.
Adam Chambers: Oh, that's perfect. I have extra time.

Mr. Collins, I'll just stay with you. You mentioned the interna‐
tional scene and the changing impacts of investment. What would
you say are the risks to Canada from what you're seeing today in
terms of the changing dynamic in the world?

David Collins: The main risks from the perspective of Canada
are to Canadian investors going abroad and seeking to invest in for‐
eign markets, particularly the EU, which seems to be taking quite a
stringent approach to these national security issues. That's going to
differ by member state, and this is very much a member state pow‐
er. My concern would be for Canadian companies seeking to invest
overseas in countries that are being really strict about their invest‐
ments.

To take another example, China has a new foreign investment
statute. Over the years, China has somewhat liberalized its foreign
investment regime. Their restricted list has gotten smaller and
smaller, but it's still quite significant. They could easily impose
joint venture obligations—or worse, technology transfer obliga‐
tions—and they could end up stealing intellectual property.

Going the other way, of course, the other risk is that companies
coming into Canada might find that the Investment Canada Act is
too strict and actually bars companies that want to maintain their
presence in Canada, contribute to the Canadian economy and in‐
crease competition, perhaps in sectors like telecoms and so on.
From the perspective of the Canadian consumer, we would want to
have more foreign investment in Canada, more liberalized, to in‐
crease competition and consumer choice.

It's a fine balance to get national security right, to protect
Canada's national security, but also to allow foreign companies that
can increase the competitive environment and make the Canadian
markets more dynamic.

Adam Chambers: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Collins.

Mr. Naqvi, go ahead for six minutes, please.
Yasir Naqvi (Ottawa Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

Let me start by thanking the three witnesses for their very
thoughtful deliberation. I think it's very helpful to us as we're look‐
ing into the benefits of a rules-based trading system to Canada.

I was listening to all of you quite intently. Correct me if I'm
wrong, but I heard that you are supportive of a rules-based trading
system. You feel that it has helped Canada and Canadian businesses
like the cattle sector and the steel sector immensely.

We find ourselves in a very precarious time, when rules are being
changed and rules are being violated, starting with our biggest trad‐
ing partner. Of course, we are trying to manage that circumstance in
a way that is most beneficial to Canadian businesses and farmers.

I have a question that I'll ask all three of you. I have only a few
minutes, so please be mindful of each other's time.

Can you give us advice as to what we as parliamentarians and the
Canadian government should be doing in this moment in order to
maintain the Canadian advantage and the rules-based trading sys‐
tem as we navigate through these really challenging times?

Perhaps I can start with Mr. Fulton and then go to Mr. Des‐
marais, followed by Mr. Collins.

● (1700)

Tyler Fulton: For agricultural commodities in particular, I think
investments in things like the Indo-Pacific trade office, which al‐
lows a jumping-off point for ag commodities from Canada, are a
great starting point. That's where we see the opportunities.

In the beef sector, we found that many of the Indo-Pacific na‐
tions have a strong desire for our product. Quite simply, it's about
deals like the CEPA deal that was recently signed to provide access
to the Indonesian market, which represents more than 300 million
people. That is where we need to be. In the long run, we can be a
massive economic driver in the Canadian economy if we continue
to hold the standard of the trade agreements, similar to the original
CPTPP agreement, which provided us preferred tariff-free access to
Japan and Vietnam, for example.

Yasir Naqvi: Go ahead, Mr. Desmarais.

François Desmarais: Most of our members would definitely ap‐
preciate a rules-based order when it comes to trade. You will have a
hard time finding a supporter of the WTO within our group. We
have been quite disappointed in the WTO in the last 20 years, espe‐
cially since they welcomed China on board in 2001. It was done
with the promise that China would liberalize its economy, but clear‐
ly that has not materialized. We don't see China as becoming a mar‐
ket economy any time soon, and a lot of the decisions that have
been made by the WTO throughout the years have negatively im‐
pacted our own protection of our market here. I'm thinking about
particular market situations, for instance, or cross-cumulation deci‐
sions that have been made.

That being said, what Canada can do—and what seems to be im‐
portant for us to protect or at least show the way when it comes to
respecting rules and known principles—is to improve our trade
remedy system, for instance. Our anti-circumvention legislation
needs to be modernized, for one. We need to better align our trade
remedy system with the U.S. I think the U.S. has the gold standard
in terms of trade remedies, and by following their lead and mod‐
elling the tools we have a little bit more, we would send a clear sig‐
nal that we believe in a fair trading system.

Yasir Naqvi: Thank you.

Mr. Collins, could you answer the same question?



October 9, 2025 CIIT-06 17

David Collins: Very briefly, I think I have an interesting insight
as an outsider looking at Canada from another country. I can tell
you, quite optimistically, that Canada has an excellent reputation as
a champion of world trade. A lot of countries look up to Canada,
and it's doing a great job upholding the world trading system.

My advice would be that Canada needs to continue to engage at
these forums, like the World Trade Organization, show leadership
at the CPTPP and continue to negotiate free trade agreements as it
has been doing.

My one piece of advice for what Canada could do better is that a
number of countries I've spoken to around the world often suggest
that Canada goes too far and tends to include things in trade negoti‐
ations that are not really trade-related. It turns these international
trade treaties into general instruments of policy—things like cli‐
mate change, accessibility and inclusivity. I'm concerned that per‐
haps there's a little bit of mission creep in some of these trade nego‐
tiations when Canada is involved, and I think that makes these
agreements much harder.

Stick to the core mission of liberalizing trade, lowering barriers
to trade and investment and promoting open markets, and be less
concerned about these public policy issues that are actually not
trade-related.
● (1705)

The Chair: Thank you.

Madame DeBellefeuille, go ahead for six minutes, please.
[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Mr. Fulton, I found your presentation very interesting. We know
that beef producers produce quality beef. We also know that in
Quebec and the other provinces, the traceability system is very rig‐
orous. It takes into account parameters related to the environmental
footprint and animal welfare, among other things.

It offends me when I hear Mr. Collins say that we're putting so-
called philosophical elements in our free trade agreements. I think
to myself that we can't compete with other countries if we agree to
sign agreements with beef producers who disregard all the environ‐
mental and traceability standards. It creates a non-reciprocal agree‐
ment. Your business can't be competitive if we import beef from a
country that has no standards to comply with. Obviously, beef from
that other country will be cheaper.

Can you tell us about the importance of reciprocal agreements in
free trade agreements?
[English]

Tyler Fulton: Thank you very much for your question.

I think your assessment is accurate. Reciprocal trade can only
happen when there is a common standard, and, quite simply, we
don't have that confidence, for example, with Mercosur. The coun‐
tries connected with that trade negotiation, for example, do not
have the same labour standard.

The labour advantage in Brazil, for example, would be about
threefold to fourfold in cost relative to our per head cost of process‐

ing that animal. There's a reason for that: They're not meeting the
same standards as we do here in Canada. You can also take another
approach from a sustainability or environmental standpoint, but I
think that would be how I would respond.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Thank you. I share your opinion.

Contrary to what Mr. Collins said, I think it's important to main‐
tain our quality standards and to encourage the countries we want
to do business with to raise theirs, somewhat like Europe is doing.
It's very difficult to penetrate the European market, because the
quality standards there are much higher than elsewhere.

The government really wants to open up other markets in other
countries. What surprised us was the rather abrupt end of negotia‐
tions with the United Kingdom in 2024. We don't really understand
what's going on right now. Progress seems very slow.

Are you aware of the developments? Have you been consulted
by the federal government on the fact that the negotiations for our
free trade agreement with the United Kingdom have really slowed
down and that it is working against beef producers right now?

[English]

Tyler Fulton: You're well informed. It is not favourable for the
U.K. to have been admitted to the CPTPP. It very much lowers the
standard of that agreement from what it was previously.

The non-tariff barriers that prevent access to the U.K. for our
beef producers have been raised time and time again. There have
been no improvements on that. When the agreement was signed,
those issues were very obvious and front of mind. It was ineffective
for us to sign any agreement with the U.K. without addressing
those barriers.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Thank you.

Do I have any time left, Madam Chair?

[English]

The Chair: You have one minute and 20 seconds.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Okay.

My question is for Mr. Desmarais.

You talked a lot about the overproduction of Chinese steel. Could
you be very specific about the damage that China is doing to our
industry and the impact on consumers?

● (1710)

François Desmarais: China is the source of all the problems in
the global steel industry. More than half of the steel production ca‐
pacity is in China.
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It's true that China consumes a lot of steel, but its consumption is
decreasing without it adjusting its production accordingly. It contin‐
ues to build steel mills and even invest in industrial capabilities in
some neighbouring countries. As a result, it continues to produce at
a level above demand and floods all global markets with its surplus
steel.

Groups of countries like the European Union are trying to protect
themselves from Chinese dumping. Right now, we're dealing with a
trade remedy system that is completely inundated with Chinese
products. It's not just steel, by the way, because there are other
products.

We're also seeing that China is becoming increasingly sophisti‐
cated in its industrial approach. This is the case not only for prima‐
ry steel, but also for by-products or products containing steel.

It comes as no surprise to many that a large number of our indus‐
try's customers in Canada no longer exist. Take mattress manufac‐
turers, for example, whose products used to contain steel. Now, in‐
stead of exporting raw steel, the Chinese simply ship products con‐
taining steel.

As a result, there is a multiplier effect in other sectors. Moreover,
if the U.S. steel tariff measures also have a huge impact on deriva‐
tive products, it is partly because of their added value. The reper‐
cussions are being felt here at home as well.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Gunn, you have five minutes, please.
Aaron Gunn (North Island—Powell River, CPC): Thank you,

Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here.

Mr. Desmarais, in your view, is the average quality of steel pro‐
duced here in Canada the same, better or worse than the steel we
import from China?

François Desmarais: There's no question there: I believe our
steel is way better. Also, we have higher standards when it comes to
environmental issues or even labour standards. Even in that regard,
it's better quality.

Aaron Gunn: I echo that. There have been issues in B.C. In Vic‐
toria, there's the Johnson Street Bridge. There are now concerns
with the steel used in the Pattullo Bridge. This is all against the
backdrop of the current Liberal government pursuing a policy of
“building Canada strong”, as they like to say.

Were you disappointed at all to see the $1-billion deal to send
shipbuilding jobs to China with a below-market interest rate loan to
create thousands of shipbuilding jobs in China and use Chinese
steel instead of building the ships here in Canada, using Canadian
steel?

François Desmarais: Thank you for the question. It's a very
good one. It shows how difficult it is to address China and its trade
policy.

I think it would be absolutely impossible for anyone to believe
that we can compete with China on many aspects. Just on steel

alone, they're highly subsidizing their steel industry. They also have
poor labour and environmental standards. Trying to compete with
them on steel directly is impossible, as it is for any other type of
product or sector where they use steel because, at the base, the
commodity they're using is highly subsidized and impossible to
compete with.

Aaron Gunn: Can you go into a bit more detail on how the Chi‐
nese steel is subsidized?

The same thing happened in shipbuilding: 20 years ago, they
were at 5% of world capacity, and now they're at 50%.

Could you maybe compare the environmental and labour stan‐
dards employed by Chinese steel companies versus our Canadian
steel companies here at home?

François Desmarais: I'm not necessarily going to go into the de‐
tails you're asking me to, but clearly we all know that the average
Chinese employee is not earning the same wages that we pay in
Canada. That's one.

With regard to energy, we know that they are subsidizing a lot of
the energy consumed in the steel sector. Steelmaking uses a lot of
energy, and in China they're highly subsidizing the energy they're
using.

They're also investing massively in R and D at rates or loan pa‐
rameters that we cannot match either.

Aaron Gunn: Is the steel that we produce here in Canada of the
quality that could have been used in shipbuilding?

François Desmarais: We have capacity in shipbuilding in
Canada. As for the specifics of the steel that was used, I cannot as‐
sess if we do, but we do have shipbuilding capacity when it comes
to steel in Canada.

● (1715)

Aaron Gunn: Is the steel industry here in Canada subject to the
industrial carbon tax?

François Desmarais: It is.

Aaron Gunn: Do you have a rough estimate of how much mon‐
ey the steel industry pays in carbon taxes each year?

François Desmarais: I do not have those figures.

This is commercially sensitive, and each of our members will
probably keep those numbers close to their chest.

Aaron Gunn: Is it safe to say that the individual companies in
the industry at large would be more competitive internationally if
they didn't have to pay an industrial carbon tax and those lower
prices could be passed on to Canadian consumers?

François Desmarais: It's a very good question. Part of your
question refers to competing and opening new markets. Whether
we have a carbon tax in Canada or not, we don't see this as a possi‐
bility for us, because there's way too much steel in the world, so we
simply cannot compete on the international level on that front.
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Aaron Gunn: That goes back to the subsidization and the dump‐
ing of Chinese steel around the world. Is that correct?

François Desmarais: That's correct, yes.
Aaron Gunn: I have one other question for you.

In regard to the tariffs that are currently being put on Canadian
steel going to the U.S., is the same level of tariffs being placed on
American steel that would be entering Canada today?

François Desmarais: No, we have a different regime in place,
different countermeasures being put in place. It's a different level.

My understanding is that there's some evaluation being done
right now on countermeasures being applied on U.S. steel. Those
are being contemplated by the Canadian government.

Aaron Gunn: Okay.
The Chair: Thank you very much.
Aaron Gunn: Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Mr. Lavoie, you can go ahead for five minutes,

please.
[Translation]

Steeve Lavoie: Thank you, Madam Chair.

My first question is for Mr. Collins.

You talked a lot about protectionist tariffs. Some rather extraordi‐
nary things are happening right now because of everything happen‐
ing in the United States. Everyone is looking to diversify their mar‐
kets around the world. We're all looking for the same thing.

Last week or two weeks ago, we heard Mr. Herman, who spent
some 50 years of his career negotiating trade agreements, say that
this was unheard of. We are therefore entering an unprecedented
era.

Would you agree that we are entering a new global era when it
comes to trade and that the rules we've known so far are going to
change?

If you agree with that statement, what do you think the situation
should look like in 10 years to achieve a situation where all indus‐
tries in Canada find their place, whether through diversification or
the introduction of new rules?

I'd like to hear your vision of what the global market should look
like 10 years from now, in this new era.
[English]

David Collins: Thank you very much. That's a great question.

I would like to give you an optimistic answer and say that every‐
thing will be fine in 10 years and that we'll be back to a happy mul‐
tilateral community under the aegis of the World Trade Organiza‐
tion, but I think that's unlikely. I think we're entering an era of a
new normal. The heyday of free trade of the latter part of the 20th
century and the early part of the 21st century is probably over. It
has certainly declined.

I suspect that what we will see emerging in the next five to 10
years is probably a cleavage of the world, realistically, into two
halves. This has been studied. There's a good deal of international

relations scholarship on this, as well as international legal scholar‐
ship. It will be a U.S. world and a China world. It will be the U.S.
world with its allies and the Chinese world with its allies. I think
we know where Canada is. It's going to be in the American camp.
This is why maintaining a strong relationship with the U.S. is so
important. There will be a western camp—the U.S., the EU, the
U.K., portions of Asia, Australia, Japan and so on—and then the
rest of the world, with China and Russia. For India, we don't know.
India is straddling the line, but we'll see where India ends up.

One concern I have with the paradigm I just suggested to you is
that it looks as though most of the developing world—that is,
Africa, South America, South Asia—is probably going to be in the
Chinese camp. That's due to the enormous success of the belt and
road regime, which has been taking place under our noses over the
last five years, as well as the retreat of the U.S. in the last couple of
years from the world stage, which has enabled China to muscle its
way in.

Again, we know where Canada is going to be in that paradigm; I
don't think that's much of a question, but it will be interesting to see
what the rules frameworks are and where the WTO will be. I sus‐
pect the CPTPP will be one of the dominant regimes for the U.S.-
Canada pact. RCEP, or the Regional Comprehensive Economic
Partnership, which includes China and other Asian countries, is
probably going to be what the other group looks like.

I would just hope that our western one stays true to the principles
of free markets, not just free markets and liberalization, but.... Pick‐
ing up on something I was alluding to earlier, to the extent that we
have these standards—we've talked about labour standards and en‐
vironmental standards—my hope is that they would be science-
based. I want a rational, science-based regime. I think we're seeing
that in the language of the CPTPP. I don't want to see the precau‐
tionary principle that the EU has been pushing, in which everything
is dangerous until they've checked it out, so they just ban every‐
thing. That really seems to be the mentality of the EU. Science-
based and free markets....

I think we know who our allies are. It's going to be with the U.S.,
so we need to straighten out that relationship.

● (1720)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will go on to Madame DeBellefeuille, for two and a half min‐
utes, please.

[Translation]

Claude DeBellefeuille: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Mr. Desmarais, you spoke at length about Chinese dumping. In
short, we could say that you liked seeing Canada impose a surtax
on Chinese steel and that you see the European Union's position on
a country of origin verification system quite positively.

Do you think these measures are sufficient? Should additional
measures be put in place?

François Desmarais: That's a very good question.
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It's been over a year now since we called for the imposition of
tariffs on Chinese steel entering the country. This measure has been
in effect for nearly a year, since last November. So far, we see that
Chinese steel imports have nearly halved this year, a significant and
welcome decrease.

To its credit, the Government of Canada took an innovative and
forward-looking step by imposing a surtax on imported steel based
on where it comes from, based on the casting and melting principle.
We're looking at better traceability, really targeting Chinese steel.
That's great, but we continue to receive large volumes of Chinese
steel.

The EU has adopted the Canadian traceability model. The Amer‐
icans also have this traceability system. However, more needs to be
done, particularly when it comes to derivatives or steel-containing
products. That's where China is likely to turn in the near future. If it
sees that its primary products can't penetrate the market, it will sim‐
ply use its steel in finished products that it will then send to us.

Claude DeBellefeuille: So efforts should be made in terms of la‐
belling to know what a processed product is made of and to detect
the presence of Chinese steel in secondary processing products.

François Desmarais: Exactly.

In the past six months, the Americans have identified nearly
1,000 products containing steel or aluminum that are subject to the
U.S. section 232 surtax.

However, we know that we receive a large quantity of these
products from China. Indeed, the total value of products on that list
that we received from China last year was $4 billion, so we know
that a lot of Chinese steel enters Canada in these products. As a re‐
sult, we should find a way to imitate the Americans to better target
Chinese steel in derivative products.

Claude DeBellefeuille: Okay. You've given us—
[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry, Madame DeBellefeuille.

Thank you very much.

Mr. McKenzie is next for five minutes, please.
David McKenzie: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Mr. Collins, it was an interesting week. Earlier this week, our
Prime Minister went out for lunch. He visited President Trump in
the White House. On the one hand, it was good that he was in that
room. On the other hand, I don't believe we saw any progress on
the promises our Prime Minister has made in respect of new negoti‐
ations, deals and opportunities.

I'm wondering whether you could comment on your perspective
as to what transpired this week, but also what you may be hearing
or seeing as the viewpoint being taken in the U.K.
● (1725)

David Collins: It is an interesting question. I think the meeting
between the Prime Minister and the President looked to go quite
well on the surface, and Mr. Carney is doing a great job in handling
Mr. Trump. They seem to have developed a good relationship, and

that's very important with a President who values personal relation‐
ships.

I'm concerned about the comments that were made by Mr. Lut‐
nick with regard to the Canadian auto sector. That is really trou‐
bling. It seems as though, perhaps, steel and aluminum will be re‐
solved, but it's the automotive industry of Canada that I am gen‐
uinely worried about. It doesn't look like the Americans want to
have any assembly being done in Canada, so that's very much a
cause for concern.

I have to be honest with you. It may come as a surprise to Cana‐
dians, but the U.K. is not actually terribly interested in what's going
on in North America. It really is not on the radar here. In this coun‐
try, the concern is the bilateral relationship between the U.K. and
the U.S. Of course, the most important relationship for the U.K. is
with the EU, especially under the Labour government here and
Prime Minister Starmer, who wants to, evidently, bring the U.K.
back in the ambit of the EU.

I think that, generally speaking, every country in the world
watches all of the interactions taking place in the White House, be‐
cause they feel like they're next. It's like sitting in the waiting room
of the dentist. You hear the sounds coming from the other room,
and you're nervous because you're going to be the next person in
the Oval Office.

To the extent that President Trump has been welcoming, has
changed his tone and is much more respectful to the new Prime
Minister of Canada, I think that's a good sign. It shows there's at
least some willingness for negotiation. Of course, in this country
there was an agreement signed between the U.K. and the U.S., but
it wasn't a full free trade agreement.

What I think we're going to see.... Obviously, the USMCA has a
number of years yet before it expires, but I wouldn't be surprised if
there were some mini-deals, perhaps sectoral deals, that won't actu‐
ally, technically be treaties under the Vienna Convention. However,
this seems to be the new way of doing things, through memoranda
of understanding, which may be sector-specific. I would like to
think we'll see some of those trickle out in the coming months, like
the ones the U.S. has done with Japan and some other countries, so
I'm cautiously optimistic about most things, except for the auto sec‐
tor. That is troubling.

David McKenzie: Thank you very much for your comprehen‐
sive answer, Mr. Collins.

What things do you see that Canada has by way of leverage, and
how do we address our relationship with the U.S. to gain some
overall restoration, frankly, of the extensive trading relationship we
had in the past? What leverage do we have?
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David Collins: There are a couple of things. Obviously, the big
ones are the natural resources and the crude from Alberta. Those
are the really big ones. There are some other, small ones. On the
digital services tax, I thought it was a great move to get rid of that. I
personally advocated for that. I'd written papers on that front. It
seems like that gun has been fired now, so I don't think that lever‐
age can be used again, unless perhaps Canada were to threaten to
bring it back. That would be another thing. I don't know that it
would set the right tone.

The other leverage is perhaps softer. It's the soft relations of
Canadian tourists informally boycotting the United States. That's
something that Canada has justifiably threatened to do.

We've heard Premier Doug Ford talk about the liquor issues, and
he was talking about natural resources. Again, I'm not sure that's
within his ambit. The natural resources are the big one, but the oth‐
er thing is that it behooves Canadians, as the team is doing, to point
out to the Americans that there really isn't an American auto sector
and a Canadian auto sector. There's a North American auto sector.
The sectors are so deeply integrated that attempting to uncouple the
supply chain from Canada will ultimately be disastrous for the
United States. It will ultimately be a self-defeating process.

It is a nostalgic pipe dream to think that you can bring back the
manufacturing heyday of the 1950s and the 1960s in the United
States. Some of the intelligent, bright people are probably whisper‐
ing in President Trump's ear and explaining that to him.

I think the approach that Canada has taken is pretty good—
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Collins. I'm so sorry to

cut you off.

We're just trying to make sure that everybody gets time here.
David Collins: It's no problem.
The Chair: Mr. Fonseca, go ahead.

● (1730)

Peter Fonseca: Thank you, Madam Chair. I'll go straight to Mr.
Collins.

Mr. Collins, I know you've been a proponent here of the WTO,
but the vast majority of witnesses who have come to our committee
have been very critical of the WTO. They find that it is ineffective.
It is not working in any way, shape or form for them. When it
comes to the rising protectionism that we see in the United States,
we have an opportunity now through the CUSMA review. How
would we approach that opportunity to address the section 232 tar‐
iffs, which blindsided us, in a way? With the section 232 tariffs, the
damage is already done. Once a sector is hit by them, we see how
they affect that business, and sometimes it's not repairable.

Can you address that, and how to approach the CUSMA review
for a dispute resolution system that would work for us to be able to
grow our market here?

David Collins: First, on the WTO, I completely understand that.
I'm not here to disagree with people who say that the WTO hasn't
been working. It has a lot of problems. However, it's better to have
it—and it can be reformed—than not having it at all.

The WTO is doing a lot more than people realize. There's a lot of
committee work going on that's establishing international stan‐
dards. There is a lot going on on the digital trade front. There's the
trade facilitation agreement. There's an investment facilitation
agreement. We tend to think of the WTO and these glamourous tar‐
iffs on autos and so on. We know the dispute settlement system is
not functioning as it was meant to, but there's still the panel proce‐
dure. There's the multi-party interim appeal arrangement, which
Canada is a part of. It is partially functioning, but not as well as it
should. I don't think we should be dismissive of it, as we tend to be.

On the second point, about CUSMA, your question related
specifically to dispute settlement in CUSMA. On the dispute settle‐
ment system, the neutral international tribunals are composed of
panellists appointed by both sides. Procedurally, I'm not terribly
concerned about that. I know we eliminated the investor-state dis‐
pute settlement in the redraft of the CUSMA. Perhaps that was a
mistake, but I'm not convinced it was a massive mistake. I think the
dispute settlement procedures are totally fine. Procedurally, I don't
think there are issues there. There may be some here and there
about transparency.

On what Canada needs to do to deal with the section 232 tariffs, I
think we know what the answer is. What the Americans are always
complaining about are the dairy issues. They don't like Canada's
supply-managed dairy system. No country in the world.... I go all
over the world and hear, “Oh, you're from Canada. Why is your
dairy sector so heavily controlled?” I know that's politically sensi‐
tive in Canada. Maybe you don't want to hear this because you all
know it, but that is a big issue for Canada's trading partners. It real‐
ly needs some resolution.

The Chair: You have a minute and 40 seconds remaining.

[Translation]

Linda Lapointe: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Everything the witnesses said was very interesting, whether it
was beef production, the steel industry or what Mr. Collins said.

My question is for you, Mr. Desmarais. What effect could “buy
Canadian” have on our domestic steel production?

François Desmarais: That's a good question.

For several years, our industry has been calling for a buy Canadi‐
an policy, particularly for steel products. We're very pleased to see
that the policy is taking shape. From what we've seen of the policy,
the parameters are favourable to our industry. We believe it will
have a positive impact on our members. It's important to understand
that this is only one of the measures announced for our industry, but
we welcome it.

Linda Lapointe: Thank you, Mr. Desmarais.
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My next question is for you, Mr. Collins.

Previously, you were critical of the partnership agreements in
terms of inclusivity. As a woman, I know that it is harder to enter
international trade when you are part of a minority.

I'd like to hear your opinion on that.
[English]

David Collins: Yes, I think it's a very important issue, but it's an
issue that should be dealt with under Canadian legislation in the do‐
mestic Canadian system. It's very dangerous to start imposing non-
trade values on countries that have a different culture and a differ‐
ent approach. A lot of countries resent this, and they see Canada
leveraging trade agreements and turning them into these broader in‐
struments of governance. If Canada is interested in promoting in‐
clusivity internationally, which it's totally right to do—I think it's a

valuable cause—don't use trade to do it. It's the mixing of the issues
that is problematic.

I was in Peru speaking to some Peruvians, in particular about cli‐
mate change. The comments were, “Why are the Canadians always
going on about carbon and climate change?” Developing countries
have other priorities, and I think that's undermining Canada's status.
That's my take on that. It's not that they're not important issues;
they're just maybe not appropriate for that context.
● (1735)

The Chair: Thank you so much to all of our witnesses. This was
extremely valuable information and very much appreciated.

Happy Thanksgiving to the members and to our witnesses.

The meeting is adjourned.
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