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● (1645)

[English]
The Chair (Charles Sousa (Mississauga—Lakeshore, Lib.)): I

call this meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 37 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on National Defence.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Monday, February 23, 2026, the committee is meet‐
ing to study the impact of the defence industrial strategy.

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

Before we continue, I'll ask participants to consult the guidelines
on the table. These measures are in place to help prevent audio and
feedback incidents, as well as to protect the health and safety of our
interpreters.

As a reminder to the witnesses and the members, please wait un‐
til I recognize you before speaking. If you wish to speak, please
raise your hand.

I'd like to remind witnesses and committee members that you
may ask questions in either French or English. If you need interpre‐
tation, please take a moment now to prepare your earpiece and se‐
lect the listening channel you need in advance in order to take full
advantage of the time allotted for questions and answers.

All comments should be addressed through the chair.

I'd like to welcome our witnesses now.

From Aéro Montréal, we have Mélanie Lussier, president and
chief executive officer. From the Aerospace Industries Association
of Canada, we have Mike Mueller, president and chief executive
officer. From the Alliance of Canadian Defence Companies, we
have Paul Ziadé, who is the co-chair. From U15 Canada, we have
Robert Asselin, chief executive officer.

Folks, welcome. I appreciate your all being here.

Ms. Lussier, why don't we begin with you? You have up to five
minutes.

Mélanie Lussier (President and Chief Executive Officer, Aéro
Montréal): Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

[Translation]

I thank the members of the committee for the invitation.

What exactly is Aéro Montréal? It is a network of 290 companies
and organizations in the aerospace sector in Quebec with
43,000 employees—or, as I like to say, 43,000 aerospace enthusi‐
asts.

The cluster has been in existence for 20 years, and we're the
voice of the aerospace industry for Quebec. This industry gener‐
ates $22.8 billion in sales for the province alone. Two-thirds of the
country's aerospace research and development happens in Quebec,
and 93% of the aircraft Canada exports is shipped out from the
province.

We're here to talk about the defence industrial strategy, and I
want to tell you that the Quebec aerospace industry has really wel‐
comed this new strategy, which is a clear step forward for Canada.

Unfortunately, for too long, it has been easier for some Quebec
companies to sell their products to foreign armed forces than to the
Canadian Armed Forces. The purpose of this new strategy is to
work more effectively with local industry by anticipating needs ear‐
ly on. This is really good news for the province. However, we'll be
monitoring the implementation very closely to make sure that
what's being said is being done.

As such, we're also eagerly looking forward to seeing the new
defence investment agency in action.

Recognizing that the aerospace industry is an important contribu‐
tor to the development of our defence industry is a major vote of
confidence. Our industry will play a key role in many of the
sovereign capabilities identified in the strategy, which points to a
bright future for our ecosystem, one that will benefit the entire
Canadian economy.

Quebec has four of the 10 capabilities identified in the strategy:
aerospace, space, training and simulation, and uncrewed and au‐
tonomous systems.

Quebec's aerospace industry is phenomenally successful, which
is surprising given that we are fighting an unfair battle against the
rest of the world, which has been using dual-use technologies for
many years.

Everywhere else, industries have benefited from lucrative local
military contracts, enabling them to develop innovative products
with government support, adapt them and transfer them to the civil‐
ian sector.
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In Canada, companies have sometimes had to do the opposite
over the years. They've had to develop civilian products at their
own expense and then adapt civilian products to military use. Ev‐
eryone is very happy and excited about the colossal amounts of
money earmarked for the industry.

Despite the challenge I just mentioned, our industry's success is a
real testament to our extraordinary resilience and our capacity for
innovation, even when conditions have been a little less favourable
in the past.

Today, I have a really big ask for the committee. I've said this be‐
fore, so it won't come as a surprise to anyone. In Quebec, we think
that Canada should build on the strengths that are already in place
across the country, not just in Quebec. We already have major hubs.
We already have existing sovereign capabilities. Let's make sure
that our future decisions really support those existing strengths.

As I was saying, we think that the implementation of this strate‐
gy should build on existing strengths rather than try to create new
hubs from scratch across the country. We would be better off ex‐
panding existing clusters and creating more value in regions that al‐
ready have well-established sovereign capabilities.

In this regard, a strategy specific to aerospace, similar to what
Quebec has been doing for the past decade, would also be a huge
asset in helping the ecosystem navigate the coming years. We need
a lot more information about the future aerospace strategy.

In closing, outside of aerospace, Quebec has created the Coali‐
tion québécoise pour la défense et la sécurité, a coalition of people
in the aerospace and shipbuilding industries, federations of cham‐
bers of commerce and the business association Manufacturiers et
Exportateurs du Québec.

The coalition has come up with five recommendations that have
achieved consensus across the province. Some of those recommen‐
dations are already covered in the defence industrial strategy.
● (1650)

We want to focus on areas in which we excel. The core capabili‐
ties identified by the federal government largely align with these ar‐
eas, which include aerospace and shipbuilding, naturally.

We recommend reforming the defence procurement strategy to
maximize benefits for the country. The “build-partner-buy” model
we've heard about is very much in line with this approach. Howev‐
er, once again, the way these principles are implemented will be ab‐
solutely crucial. The work really has to happen early on with local
suppliers during needs assessment so as to minimize the “buy”
component and maximize the “build” component.

There are other measures in our recommendations, which I will
be happy to discuss with you later during the question period.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Thank you for your presentation.

Mr. Mueller, we'll go over to you for five minutes, sir.

Mike Mueller (President and Chief Executive Officer,
Aerospace Industries Association of Canada): Thank you, Mr.
Chair and members of the committee, for the opportunity to appear
today.

I'm here on behalf of Canada's aerospace industry, including the
Quebec industry, which is a major engine of our country's economy
and national defence. This industry supports more than 225,000
Canadians and their families while contributing more than $34 bil‐
lion annually to Canada's GDP.

The release of Canada's defence industrial strategy was an im‐
portant and welcome milestone for our industry. It's one that AIAC
has long been calling for. This is a very important policy announce‐
ment, and I want to thank each and every one of you, and your col‐
leagues from all political parties, for your support and encourage‐
ment for this very important document.

The strategy provides a strong foundation and road map for
strengthening Canada's defence industrial base, and it appropriately
recognizes aerospace as a sovereign capability and strategic nation‐
al asset. As Prime Minister Mark Carney recently stated, aerospace
is among the most important industries in Canada, if not the most
important. We couldn't agree more. Canada's aerospace industry
earned this reputation through decades of ingenuity, innovation, in‐
vestment and political leadership that recognized the importance of
this strategic sector.

Today, Canada remains one of a select few countries in the world
with the ability to design, build, certify and sustain complex
aerospace systems and platforms. These capabilities are foundation‐
al to the readiness of the Canadian Armed Forces and to our com‐
mitments to NORAD, NATO and our allied operations. Canada's
aerospace industry already supports defence platforms, sustainment
training, simulation and advanced technologies that are critical to
Canada's security and global competitiveness.

Canada's civil and defence aerospace sectors are deeply intercon‐
nected, relying on a shared workforce, supply chains, industrial
base and innovation ecosystems. One cannot thrive without the oth‐
er. That interconnectedness also makes aerospace a uniquely strate‐
gic dual-use sector. Here, investments in civil aviation, defence and
space reinforce one another while generating broader economic,
technological and security benefits for Canada.

If the government is serious about delivering on the strategy—
and we feel it is—as well as strengthening Canada's industrial base
and translating commitments into capability for Canadians and our
allies, the following priorities, in our opinion, should be addressed
through a renewed and enhanced relationship between government
and industry. We're very pleased to see pillar one of the strategy re‐
iterate that.
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First is procurement reform and speed. We support the establish‐
ment of a stand-alone ministry with full responsibility and dedicat‐
ed staff to ensure faster, more predictable procurement processes.
The establishment of the Defence Investment Agency is an impor‐
tant step and should serve as a key pillar for executing the objec‐
tives laid out in the strategy. The agency has the opportunity to
champion a more agile, responsive and outcome-driven approach.
For far too long, defence procurement discussions have focused pri‐
marily on being fair, open and transparent, without an equal empha‐
sis on outcomes. In today's environment, procurement systems
must also be efficient, effective and timely. Timely delivery is itself
a strategic advantage and can help deter potential threats.

Second is long-term demand signals and industrial certainty.
Companies invest, scale and retain talent when governments pro‐
vide stable long-term procurement visibility and policy certainty.
That includes creating opportunities to build in Canada where do‐
mestic capabilities already exist and ensuring that procurement
planning supports our standards and long-term industrial develop‐
ment objectives.

Finally, there's supporting innovation and industrial scale-up.
Canada has a skilled workforce, advanced technologies and the in‐
dustrial expertise required to compete globally. The federal govern‐
ment needs to continue to work with provincial governments on a
national skills program to ensure alignment, including from univer‐
sities and colleges, on industry objectives and needs. Government
also has an important role to play as a first buyer, helping de-risk,
validate and scale Canadian solutions while providing innovative
companies with the credibility needed to compete in global mar‐
kets.

Mr. Chair and members of the committee, the strategy represents
a strong and important foundation, but strategy alone will not deter‐
mine success—execution will. The opportunity now is to move
quickly from strategy to implementation, converting policy com‐
mitments into real operational readiness, industrial strength and
economic growth for Canada.
● (1655)

Canada's aerospace industry—from the very small to the large—
stands ready to partner with the government and the Canadian
Armed Forces to help deliver these objectives.

Maybe I'll make a final offer. We're heading into the summer sea‐
son, and we'd love to have each of you tour one of our facilities.
We're located right across the country.

Thank you, and I look forward to the discussion.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Mueller.

Mr. Asselin, I'll turn the floor over to you for five minutes, sir.
Robert Asselin (Chief Executive Officer, U15 Canada): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

Canada's defence industrial strategy arrives at a consequential
moment. The international environment that shaped decades of
Canadian prosperity and security has changed profoundly. Great
power competition has returned. Trade, technology and talent are
increasingly being used as instruments of strategic leverage. In this
environment, Canada cannot assume that the capabilities we need

will always be available from others when we need them and on
terms that serve our national interests.

That is why the defence industrial strategy matters. It recognizes
that defence policy, industrial policy, innovation policy and eco‐
nomic security can no longer be treated as separate files. If Canada
is serious about sovereignty, resilience and operational readiness,
we must build more of the capabilities that matter here at home.

The central question is this: Will Canada simply spend more on
defence, or will we use this moment to build lasting technological
and industrial capacity? Our view is that the answer must be the lat‐
ter.

Sovereign capabilities are not built on spending alone. They are
built on the architecture that enables partnerships. A truly sovereign
capability requires depth across an entire value chain—basic re‐
search, applied science, engineering, manufacturing and the highly
qualified talent to sustain it. Canada has real strengths to build on.

Our leading research universities are among the most important
assets in Canada's innovation system. They generate the ideas, tal‐
ent, technologies and partnerships that underpin long-term competi‐
tiveness and sovereign capability. U15 universities conduct near‐
ly $9 billion in research each year. They are also deeply connected
to industry. The private sector invests roughly $900 million per
year in research at U15 universities.

Canada's challenge is not the absence of research strength; it is
the weakness of the interfaces that connect that strength to defence
outcomes. Collaboration among defence, universities and industry
happens, but it is too often small in scale, episodic and bespoke. We
lack the standing mechanisms that would allow Canada to move
from research to testing, validation, demonstration, procurement
and deployment in a predictable way.

The data are clear. Canada allocates less than 5% of federal R
and D spending to defence, compared with an OECD average of
roughly 21%. In the U.S., the figure is above 50%. Even within
Canada's modest defence R and D effort, only about $40 million
annually flows through higher-education institutions, less than 1%
of federal support for university research. In the U.S., by contrast,
roughly 15% of federal academic R and D expenditures are de‐
fence-funded. This is a structural gap. It means that Canada is not
yet making full use of one of its strongest national assets: its re‐
search enterprise. That matters because early scientific leadership is
a predictor of downstream technological advantage.
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Canada has built world-class research strengths in areas directly
relevant to dual-use innovation. For example, since 2015, over
11,000 researchers at U15 universities have received $188 million
in federal funding for research into uncrewed and autonomous un‐
derwater systems, working with over 350 partner organizations.
● (1700)

[Translation]

This is also an economic issue. Defence industries are highly re‐
search-and-development intensive, but Canada has not been able to
convert that intensity into sufficient domestic innovation capacity.
Since 2014, Canadian defence industry revenues have increased by
roughly 55%, while investment in research and development has
grown by only 11%. This is not the trajectory of a country building
the technological depth required for a more dangerous world.

Our allies have learned this lesson. The United States, the United
Kingdom, Australia and France have all built mechanisms that con‐
nect universities, industry and defence missions. Their models dif‐
fer, but the lesson is consistent: Defence innovation depends on
standing interfaces, mission-driven research mandates and clear
pathways from research to deployment.

The defence industrial strategy paves the way for the implemen‐
tation of such mechanisms. The real test now will be our ability to
move from principles to an operational model.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Paul Ziadé, it's over to you for five minutes, sir.
Paul Ziadé (Co-Chair, Alliance of Canadian Defence Compa‐

nies): Thank you.

Mr. Chair, vice-chairs and honourable members of the commit‐
tee, thank you for the invitation to appear before you today.
[Translation]

My name is Paul Ziadé. I am a former professor of mechanical
engineering at the University of Calgary, as well as a co-founder
and CEO of Calgary-based North Vector Dynamics. We are proud
to be building Canada's first and only full-spectrum air defence
company that is owned and controlled in Canada. We are currently
focusing on low-cost, precision-guided counter-drone missiles.

I am testifying today in my capacity as co-chair of the recently
launched Alliance of Canadian Defence Companies, or ACDC. The
ACDC network has over 200 members in advanced manufacturing,
artificial intelligence, sensors, cybersecurity and the space sector,
giving the ACDC a cross-cutting perspective on Canada's defence
industrial base.
[English]

A month prior to the launch of ACDC, the Prime Minister argued
that sovereignty depends on Canada’s ability to withstand pressure
and build strategic autonomy. That is also the logic of the defence
industrial strategy. The strategy makes it clear that we are no longer
content to be the passive consumer of other nations' defence sys‐
tems.

This is not only a government position. It reflects a broader pub‐
lic expectation. ACDC recently commissioned a national poll,
which found that 82% of Canadians believe Canada should defend
itself without relying too heavily on other countries. It also found
that 74% want Canadian-owned companies to supply Canada’s de‐
fence equipment and technology, compared with less than half who
say the same of foreign companies operating in Canada. Among se‐
niors, the preference for Canadian-owned companies reaches 90%.

ACDC's members agree with Canadians: We strongly support the
shift from reliance to resilience and the vision of moving from buy
to partner to build. As Canadian-owned builders, ACDC's members
believe the definition of a Canadian bidder under the new buy
Canadian policy must be tightened. There is a fundamental differ‐
ence between Canadian assembly of foreign-controlled systems and
Canadian-owned firms that develop and own proprietary Canadian
intellectual property.

For that reason, I would propose to you that the government inte‐
grate sovereign alternative assessments into procurement decisions.
When perceived capability gaps exist, procurement authorities
should explicitly consider the long-term strategic value of emerging
Canadian-owned and controlled vendors. We also suggest a
sovereignty fast track within the Defence Investment Agency, or
DIA, that would be a dedicated stream to acquire defence technolo‐
gies that are ready for fielding or close to operational validation.

That brings me to the second issue: Canada must become its own
best customer. For too long, Canadian businesses have had to ex‐
plain to allied customers and governments that, yes, DND helped
develop our products, but no, Canada is not first in line to buy it.
We must move faster if Canada wants to see homegrown firms
scale into the champions that DIS envisions. Now is the time to
move from words on a page to orders on the books. The DIS targets
70% domestic acquisitions and more than $5.1 billion in annual
revenue growth for Canadian SMEs. Those targets are not achiev‐
able without procurement reform that puts Canadian companies
first.
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ACDC recommends three practical measures. First, allow SMEs
to benefit from expedited procurement by removing or significantly
lowering the current $100-million threshold for DIA-led procure‐
ments. Second, ensure that Canadian-owned and controlled compa‐
nies, including disruptive and innovative SMEs, are designated as
strategic partners for sovereign capability areas. A strategic partner
framework that designates foreign-controlled firms as sovereign ca‐
pability development partners undermines sovereignty. Third, im‐
plement sovereign production guarantees for strategic SMEs. This
can give companies the demand certainty required to secure financ‐
ing and build domestic manufacturing capacity.
● (1705)

[Translation]

Canada has the talent to defend itself on its own terms. What it
needs now is a procurement pathway that transforms Canadian-de‐
veloped defence technology into Canadian-fielded operational ca‐
pabilities. That's what we are asking you to support today.

Thank you, and I'm happy to answer your questions.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you all.

We are going to our first round of questions. We're going to start
with Mr. Kibble for six minutes.

Jeff Kibble (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford, CPC): Thank
you Mr. Chair. My questions are through you.

Thank you to our witnesses for being here and for supporting
Canada's defence industry and, more importantly, those in uniform.

Mr. Chair, the defence industrial strategy is a 2030-onward or
even 2035-onward instrument, but the operational reality and re‐
quirements are right now.

Canadian Armed Forces members in the national capital region
were recently directed, on May 13, to return field kit because of
critical equipment shortages. There are 2,000 Canadians in Latvia
leading a brigade, and Russia threatened Latvia at the Security
Council last Tuesday.

The U.S. paused the Permanent Joint Board on Defence last
week, with the Under Secretary of War saying, “A strong Canada
that prioritizes hard power over rhetoric benefits us all.” The Cana‐
dian Press reported that the Pentagon has given Ottawa a classified
paper “laying out priorities for a collective North American defence
pact” but that, according to a senior U.S. defence official, “Ottawa
did not deliver a ‘credible’ response.” They cited the F-35 delays as
another major irritant.

The point I'm trying to make is that the U.S. defence industrial
base needs allied production capacity that Canada can credibly pro‐
vide, including 155-millimetre shells, propellant, energetics, missile
subcomponents and counterdrone technology.

I'm going to start with a soft question for Mr. Ziadé, just to warm
him up for our panel.

Specifically looking at the immediate operational needs of
Canada, I understand that Ukraine and our allies, and in fact our
own personnel over there, are all eager to see modern battlefield

disruptive munitions. I'll refer to North Vector's hypersonic or
drone intercept missiles. They'd like to see these in their inventories
and, perhaps more importantly, for our Canadian men and women.

As a small business from western Canada, what do you need to
see from this government to quickly build, deploy and train this
sovereign capability for Europe and for this critical need right now?

● (1710)

Paul Ziadé: Thank you for the question.

I'm going to answer the question as the CEO of North Vector Dy‐
namics, but I believe that my views reflect those of the ACDC
membership as well.

Fundamentally, we want to have a very close relationship with
our men and women in uniform. A lot of these new defence compa‐
nies that are popping up across the globe, not only in the United
States but in Europe, have this concept of the forward-deployed en‐
gineer. It's having engineers from these SMEs, from these defence
companies, embedded with our war fighters, developing the capa‐
bility alongside them by taking their feedback and then iterating
very quickly—in a matter of days and weeks instead of years.

We are definitely hearing very loudly from our membership that
they are ready to work with the CAF.

In addition, I think any SME in this space will say that we need
very strong signals from the government. These signals include
contracts—fast contracts. The most efficient use of taxpayer money
is contracts, not grants, because we, as disruptive SMEs, then take
these relatively small contracts and multiply them by 10 and even
20 in the private markets. I can tell you right now that a lot of pri‐
vate capital wants to come in and support this defence renaissance
in Canada.

We need to see strong signals and strong integration with our
Canadian Armed Forces.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you very much.

Mr. Mueller, what partnership infrastructure does not exist today
that needs to be developed in the next 12 to 24 months to bridge
between current operational reality and the long-term aspirations of
the Defence Investment Agency? Quickly, could you give me a
couple of specific instruments?

Mike Mueller: Thank you for the question.
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I'm very encouraged by the defence industrial strategy and the
Defence Investment Agency being stood up. Some of the work that
still needs to be done by the government to give industry that long-
term credibility is defining out the sovereign capabilities very
specifically. We're very pleased to see aerospace as one of the listed
sovereign capabilities.

Industrial mapping tied to the procurement goes along with that
to ensure that we are supporting the industry in all the different re‐
gions of the country. We've had a transactional approach to procure‐
ment for the last 10 or so years, so it is absolutely required to get in
place that strategy and then have the pieces flow from that, which
will give the certainty to the industry.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you very much.

Ms. Lussier, would you agree? Or do you wish to add a comment
to that?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes, absolutely, and I want to add to what Mr.
Ziadé said.

In representing a lot of SMEs in Quebec—230 SMEs—there's al‐
ways the chicken or the egg effect. Do I get my first contract and
then get my certification? Do I get the certification, which is very
costly and very long, and then get the contract? We need, in both
cases, either to secure the contract in advance or to help the SME
get the certification that it needs to play in that new field. That
would be my first answer.

Then, on the translation part, on being a civilian talking to the
army, talking to the people in the forces, you need experts to do
that. There are a lot of people retiring from the army right now. We
need to get these people to work in the SMEs, but they will need
support to access this talent. That would be my two cents on the
SMEs especially.

The Chair: Thank you.
Jeff Kibble: Do I have some time left?
The Chair: No, Mr. Kibble.
Jeff Kibble: Okay. Thank you.
The Chair: Mr. Watchorn, it's over to you for six minutes.

[Translation]
Tim Watchorn (Les Pays-d'en-Haut, Lib.): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank the witnesses for being here today.

I have had the pleasure of speaking with Ms. Lussier and
Mr. Mueller at several events where the aerospace sector was dis‐
cussed. This will come as no surprise to any of you: I would like to
talk about Mirabel.

The Aéro Montréal aerospace industrial cluster has three hubs:
Saint-Hubert, Montreal and Mirabel. An event for small and medi‐
um-sized businesses was specifically designed to guide them re‐
garding future military spending and to explore how they could in‐
tegrate into the supply chain.

I'd like you to tell us how companies should get involved in the
supply chain. We're here to support them.

● (1715)

Mélanie Lussier: I'll repeat what I said before: We need to know
how those huge needs will be translated. Mr. Mueller talked about
this earlier. We need to ensure that sovereign capabilities are truly
in line with concrete demands and concrete needs. Small businesses
need to decipher these signals a bit, and they need help doing that.
They need predictability. As we know, that means a lot of invest‐
ment, and it weighs heavily on their balance sheets and their fi‐
nances.

The government has to be able to give businesses predictability.
What we hear from small and medium-sized businesses is that they
don't necessarily want things like low-interest loans; they want con‐
tracts. As we heard earlier, they want access to that first contract.

You mentioned Mirabel. It's worth noting that this is one of the
key hubs of the innovation zone. It's important to be able to inte‐
grate innovation into research and development, together with De‐
fence Research and Development Canada. From the word go, the
focus has to be on developing intellectual property here—even
within small businesses—and securing long-term contracts.

[English]

Tim Watchorn: Mr. Mueller, I have the same question for you.

Mike Mueller: To complement what my colleague said, there's a
lot of opportunity right now. I'm very encouraged by the Prime
Minister's focus on defence. The defence industrial strategy and the
announcements today on some of the policy pieces are very encour‐
aging.

We're encouraging companies to make sure they understand the
defence supply chain. Money isn't going to be falling from every‐
where. Companies really need to identify and take a look at the
strategy. More work needs to be done on the strategy to identify
where things are going so that companies can take a look at that.

There are high barriers to the defence side of things. You have
cybersecurity pieces: AS 9100 and security clearances that have to
be in place to be in this. It's very important for government to come
alongside those companies, especially the small and medium-sized
companies right across the country. Contracts are important, but a
lot of these pieces need to be in place in order for companies to
contribute to the broader defence play that's happening right now.

Tim Watchorn: Thank you.

[Translation]

Personally, I would argue that Canada's industrial strategy is al‐
ready operating in Mirabel. I'd like to tell you about two or three
contracts we've already announced.

The first is the CC‑330 Husky maintenance contract. It's
worth $1.5 billion for L3Harris and Avianor, a Drakkar affiliate.
Another contract involves upgrading Griffon helicopters by Bell
Textron Canada. That's another great announcement we made. Last‐
ly, this morning, we made an announcement about the GlobalEye
aircraft, which will be ordered in the near future. That one isn't in
Mirabel, but I think it's important to mention it.
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When we meet with these companies, they tell us about their
biggest challenge: the workforce. Can you tell us how we can help
businesses? How will they ensure that they have the workforce
needed to fulfill these contracts in the future?

Mélanie Lussier: I'll go ahead and answer first, Mr. Mueller.
Thank you.

As a Quebec industry, we do a lot of outreach because talent re‐
ally is what sets us apart. We've had a strong talent pool for many
years; the talent pipeline is in good shape. Quebec is fortunate to
have two schools that, for the first time in many years, are both full.
That's good news. However, we're going to need more capacity in
those schools.

We're working with the provincial government to rapidly in‐
crease the schools' capacity for training in avionics and the trades.
Our sector also needs to be attractive. We've promoted the
aerospace sector extensively, and we'll have to keep promoting the
defence sector to the general public to get people to choose careers
in this sector and to get parents to encourage their children to study
for these careers.

All that to say that it's going to be extremely important to pro‐
mote the sector, build capacity in schools and retain people, be‐
cause there will be layoffs and retirements. We'll need to retain tal‐
ent in our industry.

Immigration will also be part of the solution. I'm sorry. I told you
that we currently have 43,000 passionate individuals. Within
10 years, we'll need an additional 65,000 skilled workers, not
counting defence contracts. We'll have to pull out all the stops to
ensure the talent pipeline remains well stocked.
● (1720)

Tim Watchorn: Excellent.

Mr. Mueller, do you have something to add?
[English]

Mike Mueller: On a national level, I couldn't agree more with
what my colleague Mélanie said. The Prime Minister has set an am‐
bitious goal of 125,000 new workers in the defence industry, which
we applaud, celebrate and support, but there's going to have to be
the corresponding training that comes along with that.

We were also encouraged by the focus on skilled workers in the
recent budget update. The issue with a lot of our workers is that
they're not red sealed but are certified through different mecha‐
nisms or other national certifications. A recommendation could be
to focus a little more on that so that our companies could take ad‐
vantage of some of those pieces.

I would also say that we need greater alignment with the
provinces, universities and colleges for the demand on the industry
side of things. We need to deal with that continuum between folks
wanting to come to get the training and ensuring there's a job at the
end of the day. We have some work to do on coordination and col‐
laboration across the board, but we are encouraged that the right
signals are being sent.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Watchorn, I appreciate it.

Monsieur Gabriel Ste-Marie, we go to you for six minutes.

[Translation]

Gabriel Ste-Marie (Joliette—Manawan, BQ): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

My regards to the four witnesses. We are fortunate to have them
here. They're adding a lot of valuable content. There has been a lot
of back and forth. I thank them for their presentations.

I would like to take a moment to acknowledge all my colleagues.
I'm standing in for my friend, Simon‑Pierre Savard‑Tremblay, to‐
day. It's a pleasure to be able to share this happy moment with you.

Ms. Lussier and Mr. Mueller, before we talk about the defence
industrial strategy, I'd like to talk about why it's important to have
an aerospace strategy, which we see as an economic engine driving
value added in Quebec and many places across Canada. This is
Quebec's number one export.

Canada is the only country with a significant aerospace industry
that does not have a defence industrial strategy. I serve on the
Standing Committee on Industry. Mélanie Joly was there on Mon‐
day, and I asked her a question about this. I told her that anyone
who looks at the departmental plans can see that the government
has nine industrial strategies. Defence is one of them, and so is the
automotive strategy and strategies for artificial intelligence, quan‐
tum technology, genomics and life sciences. However, there is still
no aerospace strategy, even though Ms. Joly's predecessor,
François‑Philippe Champagne, had committed before the last elec‐
tion to developing one.

Do you still want an aerospace strategy? Mélanie Joly seemed
unaware of time passing.

Mike Mueller: Thank you for the question.

[English]

Thank you for your strong support for the aerospace sector
across the board.

There are many nuggets in your question I could go on a tangent
about, but there is absolutely still a need for a broad aerospace
strategy. I'm very encouraged by the defence industrial strategy and
very supportive of the government in the implementation of it.
Nonetheless, as I said in my remarks, there's the dual-use nature of
the aerospace sector, which may be more unique to this sector than
others. With a lot of the innovation and cross purposes, the skilled
workers are very much doing a lot of the same work. I think you
pointed out that there are strategies for AI, quantum and all these
other pieces, but we still need a national aerospace strategy. That's
something we're still pushing the government for very aggressively.
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As for your comment on exports, they are absolutely critical. Be‐
tween the civil and defence sides of the sector, 80% of what we do
as an industry is export-related, so focusing on that export piece in
a strategy is absolutely critical. Again, there's the continuum from
innovation to first buyer on the defence side to certification on the
civil side, as well as exports. You need that full continuum for the
aerospace sector, so we're looking for a strategy to address both the
defence and civil sides.
[Translation]

Mélanie Lussier: I'd like to add that Quebec has had a provin‐
cial strategy for the aerospace sector for over 10 years now. As
we've been discussing since the start of our remarks, having a strat‐
egy really provides predictability, allows us to stay focused, and
truly gives us momentum and a clear direction to follow. Everyone
is moving in the same direction. Everyone can work toward the
same goal. It also sends extremely important signals.

I think that not having a strategy is more harmful than having
one because we have several companies headquartered abroad, and
one of the first questions that arises is this: Does this country or
province have a national strategy or mechanisms specific to the in‐
dustry? This helps secure additional investments.

So, the message this sends should not be overlooked. It is ex‐
tremely important—just like the accompanying measures, of
course, which are always well received by businesses—and it also
helps maintain momentum and keep interest alive. Despite some‐
times fluctuating economic cycles, this helps sustain interest over
several years in an industry that is important to a region.
● (1725)

Gabriel Ste-Marie: In terms of Canada's defence industrial
strategy, both of you talked a lot about dual technologies.

As you mentioned, Ms. Lussier, when we look at other countries
that have an aerospace sector, for example the United States, we see
that aircraft are very often developed in the defence sector. Then
they are transferred to the civilian sector.

Here, we certainly have procurement strategies and aircraft pur‐
chases, but aircraft development is very expensive and is done in
the civilian sector.

Do you think that, with Canada's defence industrial strategy,
we'll be able to reverse that and get better support for the develop‐
ment of new technologies and planes?

Mélanie Lussier: I am convinced that this will help us compete
on a level playing field. You talked about the United States, but
there is also another one of our competitors, France, which has no
qualms about awarding contracts first in the military sector, then
letting companies transform results into civilian products.

If that change could be made, it would be truly generational. I
think the defence industrial strategy contains the right signals about
the ability to develop these technologies here in Canada. As my
colleague said, when we develop intellectual property and products
here, wealth is created here. The strategy really sends the right sig‐
nals for that.

Once again, I remind you that we will have to be clear about how
it is implemented and what we want to do, because we won't be

able to do everything. Choices will have to be made, but once
choices have been made and communicated, businesses will be
there.

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you.

Mr. Mueller, the floor is yours.

[English]

Mike Mueller: On the innovation side, it's important to point out
that we have the BOREALIS framework in place in the defence in‐
dustrial strategy to respond to the needs of industry. That is encour‐
aging, but it comes down to its execution. We see a lot of programs
that aren't moving at the speed of industry.

How do you reduce the complexity of the programs? How do
you ensure on the innovation side that you can bring that to market,
whether on the defence side or civil side? It is by having govern‐
ment as first buyer and having timely certification by Transport
Canada—and then export certification eventually.

On the innovation side, there are huge opportunities straddling
both the defence and civil sides, which we are encouraged to see.
However, we do need more on the execution side, with more coor‐
dination and more responses to the industry's needs. Having shorter
timelines and less—

The Chair: We're short of time at this point. I'm sorry.

Voices: Oh, oh!

The Chair: It was great dialogue, I have to admit.

Mr. Anderson, we go to you now in our second round. You have
five minutes, sir.

Scott Anderson (Vernon—Lake Country—Monashee, CPC):
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. All my future questions will be
through you.

Mr. Ziadé, I love the acronym of your association, ACDC, by the
way. I got in a lot of trouble associated with that acronym in my
younger days.

Voices: Oh, oh!

Scott Anderson: Academic after academic and expert after ex‐
pert who have come before these committees have all mentioned ei‐
ther “grey zone” warfare or prekinetic warfare. Some of them have
said that we're in a situation similar to 1913 or 1939, before each of
the two world wars. All of them have used the term “war” to de‐
scribe the situation we're in right now. What that means to me is
that there is a great deal of haste in rearming our forces right now.

Given the apparent urgency of rearming, and especially if we
want to rearm with deterrence rather than with war fighting in
mind, would you support our buying off the shelf initially to rearm
for operational needs?



May 27, 2026 NDDN-37 9

Paul Ziadé: As my colleague said, I don't think we can do ev‐
erything immediately. I think we can do everything, or nearly ev‐
erything, in Canada. As I mentioned, I spent 10 years as an engi‐
neering professor. I know what our STEM talent can do, and there
is absolutely no reason that we cannot make some of the world's
best precision-guided missile interceptors or quantum computing
technology.

To answer your question directly, yes I would. This is not a black
and white position that we take, as ACDC, in which we must buy
everything Canadian and immediately so. However, right now, be‐
fore we find ourselves in the next situation in which we urgently
need something, we can start planning. We have a lot of very inno‐
vative companies that are sitting at this technology readiness level
of six or seven, are fairly mature and need that acceleration—
● (1730)

Scott Anderson: If you don't mind—I only have five minutes
here—I'd like to ask the same question of Mr. Mueller.

Mike Mueller: It really depends, and that's why we've been call‐
ing for that defence industrial strategy, to get away from that trans‐
actional approach.

We had a strategy 10 years ago, identifying the sovereign capa‐
bilities and making the investments on the innovation side. You
could do things differently in aerospace. It's a globally integrated
supply chain and industry. In some cases, it makes sense to do it
right here in Canada, if we have that strength. In some cases, in
terms of the build-partner-buy, it makes sense to buy.

For me, it's the outcomes. Are we creating jobs in the country? Is
that IP transfer coming? The maintenance repair overhaul piece—

Scott Anderson: What I'm getting at, though, is that there seem
to be two separate problems, and we're conflating the two of them
in this discussion: rearming our forces and making them Canadian-
owned. There are two different things. We need haste in rearming
right now. We may have that capability in the longer term, but in
the short term, we do not have it.

It took over 30 years to develop the F-35. If we start from a per‐
fect situation right now, we're looking at 30 years—2055—before
we actually have this thing. We don't have that time, or at least the
academics we've talked to say we don't have that time.

We're faced with two separate problems. Would you say that we
have two problems that we're conflating?

Mike Mueller: I would say there are two problems. It's an issue,
for sure.

When you take a look at the sovereign capability, the govern‐
ment should be defining what we can do immediately, what we
need to buy off the shelf and what the benefits are to the Canadian
industry through that process.

As for the longer-term pieces, we won't need them in a little bit,
but how can we develop the industry here in Canada? I think of
drones and things like this. We're world leaders on that, and we
have the capability to do some of these things. However, in
aerospace, we can't do everything. We have to rely on our partners.

Scott Anderson: Ms. Lussier, would you agree with that?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes, absolutely. It's a matter of timing. What
we cannot do now, we might have to buy, and that's okay. The im‐
portant thing is making sure that a lot of the offsets are coming
back in real investment. We can already send that demand signal
that we want to be able to build that in the future, so start working
on it now, and time it. We can say that we're not going to be able to
do an F-35 for the next 30 years, so do we want to build it?

Scott Anderson: Thank you so much.

The Chair: Thank you.

I'm sorry, Mr. Anderson—next round.

Ms. Lapointe, it's over to you for five minutes.

Viviane Lapointe (Sudbury, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

[Translation]

Mr. Ziadé, I really liked a number of the points you raised in
your remarks.

[English]

Some witnesses in this study have talked about the importance of
regional industrial capacity. In northern Ontario, for example, we
have strong mining, advanced manufacturing, automation and dual-
use technology expertise, but companies often feel disconnected
with the defence sector. It's not a field they normally play in.

In your opinion, what needs to happen to better connect regions
like ours to Canada's broader defence industrial strategy?

Paul Ziadé: There's a role to play. The supply chain in defence
is very complex, and even some industries that are not traditionally
considered to be traditional defence industries can play a part. I
think something was mentioned earlier—and this applies not only
to SMEs but also to non-traditional defence companies—about
what is going to be required for them to participate in the defence
renaissance that we're going through right now.
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A phrase I use a lot is that it's more than just rebranding. There is
a lot required from government, from industries and from experts to
help them get through all the certifications and the regulatory piece,
because it's a very complex environment. I think the government is
hitting on all the right notes with the defence industrial strategy, but
I'm sure some of my colleagues have some interesting points to
make on that.
● (1735)

Viviane Lapointe: For a country of our size, where do you see
the right balance between the need to work with trusted allies and
the need for domestic capacity, particularly in areas tied to national
security and critical supply chains? What is that balance?

Paul Ziadé: I can give you my own perspective. In the long
term, we can do a lot more than we currently do. That is absolutely
it. The build-partner-buy framework is precisely that we cannot im‐
mediately do everything.

I'll touch a little on a previous question. In this urgent moment in
which we find ourselves, there's a lot more we can do now, because
the technologies of 21st-century warfare, defence or deterrence are
not 10-year or 15-year projects; they are in autonomy, in cy‐
berspace. These are things that we can ramp up much more quickly.
We've seen our allies do it even in Europe, which is not traditional‐
ly known to be a very fast-moving jurisdiction. They have lots of
very exciting companies right now selling to their armed forces in
record time, and we can do that as well. We can bring up that pro‐
portion much more quickly than a lot of people probably think is
possible.

Viviane Lapointe: Mr. Mueller, because Canada's aerospace
sector is so highly integrated into allied supply chains—particularly
with the United States and with NATO partners—and as Canada
expands defence spending and industrial capacity, where do you see
the strongest opportunities for Canadian aerospace firms within
those allied ecosystems?

Mike Mueller: A zero-for-zero trade framework for aerospace is
absolutely critical across the board, and we've had that in place
since 1979—the WTO rules. I'm very encouraged by the govern‐
ment's push on new free trade agreements. I think of all the work
that Minister Sidhu has been doing across the board. I think of Mer‐
cosur as one of the key markets that we have right now.

There are opportunities everywhere in the world. We strongly
support the Prime Minister's push for Europe. I was just in Bu‐
dapest talking about the EU SAFE agreement that Canada is now a
part of. There are large opportunities in eastern Europe.

Canada is blessed to have an aerospace industry that can think of,
design, certify and sell right across the board, both on the civil and
the defence side of things. We need to continue to double down on
that and to have those free trade agreements continue to give us ac‐
cess to some of these defence frameworks that are happening. It's
not an easy ride sometimes, but having the government open those
doors, either through free trade agreements or through some of the
funding mechanisms, is absolutely critical for our industry. It's
global in nature, and we need to be a part of that.
[Translation]

Viviane Lapointe: Ms. Lussier, do you want to add any com‐
ments?

Mélanie Lussier: While my colleague was answering, I was
thinking of all the businesses that have told us in recent months that
supply chains are indeed closely linked. That's a good thing. It took
us years to build the supply chains that are linked to the United
States or Europe. It's going to be extremely hard to unravel them,
and it's inadvisable.

The number of opportunities is increasing rather than decreasing.
Our relationship with the United States remains extremely signifi‐
cant. We need to remember that 70% of what we make is exported
to the United States. Therefore, we absolutely have to keep what
we've had since 1979, meaning zero tariffs for all trade, because
parts related to the aerospace sector can cross the border up to eight
times. It's very significant.

That said, we are naturally very pleased with the opportunities
Europe represents.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Ste‑Marie, you have the floor.

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

My questions are still for you, Ms. Lussier and Mr. Mueller. I'm
going to ask you two questions at once.

First, to replace the CP‑140 Aurora aircraft, National Defence
awarded the contracts to Boeing, so the aircraft will be built in the
United States. However, we have learned that there will be a signif‐
icant delay. If I'm not mistaken, it is three years. Do you think that,
given the new defence strategy and the delays, there could be a re‐
view of the agreement, or is it already too late to buy Canadian in
this case?

Second, Ms. Lussier, in your presentation, you said that, in the
defence sector, it's easier to sell to other countries than within
Canada. Should the national strategy address that?

● (1740)

Mélanie Lussier: I'll start with your second question first.

In fact, I said that, historically, some businesses, particularly
SMEs, told us that it was easier for them to sell their products to
other armies than to the Canadian army. However, the strategy's
signals are really extremely encouraging.

What they are telling us now is that they see a real path opening
up and that they will have support to be able to break into the mar‐
ket, as I mentioned in my remarks.

What's more, we really sense a willingness on the part of the
Canadian government. Not only that, but we sense a complete
change of rhetoric, with the government saying that it will first look
at whether anything is available here.
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In terms of contracts that have already been awarded or will be
awarded, our aerospace cluster never takes a position on one candi‐
date or another. Naturally, you will understand that I have as many
members in Boeing's supply chain as in other chains.

However, we're looking at one aspect very carefully: We want to
make sure that investments have industrial and technological bene‐
fits in Canada. For each of the contracts, whether it be the one you
were talking about or those to come, we will make sure, when we
need to make purchases, that there are real benefits with real
projects. The aerospace cluster received an investment as part of
the spinoffs. We're going to make sure that we increase the leverage
that these contracts can bring to the country.

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Ms. Lussier.

Mr. Mueller, what do you have to say about that?
[English]

Mike Mueller: Contracts that are ongoing, I can't speak to. It
would probably be better to talk to the CAF or PSPC on some of
those matters.

Again, industry requires the long-term certainty piece. On all
these questions, that's really why we've been pointing to the need
for an industrial strategy. Are there going to be bumps along the
road in implementing that strategy? Absolutely, there will be, but if
we had had a strategy five or 10 years ago, a lot of the challenges
that we're seeing on different pieces would have been addressed.

The big piece that we've been looking for is getting away from
that transactional approach. How do you bring industry and govern‐
ment together to have these conversations earlier in the require‐
ment-setting cycle?

I'll be very interested to see how the defence advisory forum is
going to be structured. We're looking forward to having a seat at
that table to make sure that we're bringing industry and government
together, but it has to be very focused. It can't be another box-
checking exercise for government. It has to include some meaning‐
ful discussions taking place with industry, with problem sets com‐
ing to industry, industry giving advice to the government and gov‐
ernment being held accountable as to why they are taking the ad‐
vice—or maybe why they aren't taking the advice.

We have a lot of work to do across the board on some of these
things. I'm encouraged that we're going in the right direction, but
we still have a way to go.
[Translation]

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Mueller.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Kibble, it's back to you, sir.
Jeff Kibble: Mr. Ziadé, I appreciated your comments about

Canadian expertise and innovation, and I couldn't agree more.

However, do you think this committee should consider recom‐
mending that the government formally propose to its allied part‐

ners, such as the U.K., Germany, France and Korea, an immediate
framework for an interval of lend-lease, training and co-develop‐
ment agreements to bridge between current Canadian operational
requirements and the long-term 2030-35 DIS deliverables?

Please answer briefly with a yes or no.

Also, how would your organization collaborate on such a plan to
address that short-term challenge, and what would it contribute?

Paul Ziadé: It's an interesting idea. We'll have to see what the
membership thinks of it.

It kind of bridges that gap, because we're trying to send the mes‐
sage very strongly that the IP ownership is very important. I think
that if Canadians are to get on board in the long term with the idea
that we need to spend more money on defence, they need to see the
economic benefits come back to them. In the 21st century, that is
through IP ownership. It is not solely through job creation.

In terms of what our organization can do, we do not charge any
membership fees. We are very lean right now, but we are very hap‐
py to help with the thought leadership and even get the opinions of
our wider membership.

● (1745)

Jeff Kibble: Thank you very much.

I'd like to pivot a little and focus on the Permanent Joint Board
on Defence's being paused and Mr. Colby's challenge. This should
be a wake-up call, I believe, to all Canadians.

Where can Canadian defence production add value that helps
close the U.S. production capacity shortfall and, in doing so, let our
country answer the Under Secretary of War's challenge with capa‐
bility rather than rhetoric?

I'll start with Ms. Lussier.

Mélanie Lussier: I don't want to say that we can help anywhere
and everywhere, but we almost can. As I mentioned, the supply
chains are really well intertwined. Most of my members have
clients in the United States or are suppliers already, so we can pro‐
vide.... That's one of the messages that we're always saying: In
Quebec, we can build an aircraft from A to Z, as well as heli‐
copters, drones, etc., which we can certify. We can help in all the
fields needed by our allies.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you.

Mr. Mueller, would you care to comment on that?

Mike Mueller: We have very highly integrated defence supply
chains across the board. A lot of Canadian companies have direct
contracts with the USAF, the United States Air Force, for example,
so keeping those linkages very live....
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I would also say critical minerals. To me, that is the low-hanging
fruit. They're absolutely critical for the development of aerospace
products. We're a world leader in that. I'm encouraged to see the
DIS have some sort of a focus on that. It comes down to execution
and having those discussions across the board.

We have the capacity, the ability, to do a lot of these pieces. I'm
having weekly conversations with my counterparts in the U.S., so
there's a lot of collaboration there and right across the world.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you.

Mr. Ziadé, I'll ask for your organization's perspective on the
same question.

Paul Ziadé: I would echo my colleagues' remarks. We can do
quite a bit right now. Upstream in the supply chain, in critical min‐
erals, there is an immediate opportunity where we can definitely
contribute.

Jeff Kibble: That's perfect.

How much time do I have, Mr. Chair?
The Chair: You have 54 seconds.
Jeff Kibble: Ms. Lussier, very quickly I'll jump back to my ini‐

tial question in which I was speaking about allied partnerships to
deal with the short term, not the long term.

Do you think we should be doing these potential lend, lease,
training, co-development agreements in the short term for the gap,
yes or no?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes, I think we should do it. It provides that
opportunity to include Canadian IP in foreign projects. The U.K.
did it terrifically with the F-35s and having BAE Systems as part of
the aircraft, and they sold 166 aircraft afterwards.

Jeff Kibble: You're waving a hand, Mr. Mueller. Would you
agree on the same context there?

Mike Mueller: Our industry is built on collaboration, so it's ab‐
solutely critical. I think of certain opportunities that are out there,
such as sixth-generation GCAP. The earlier you get into these pro‐
grams, the more opportunity Canadian companies have to con‐
tribute and develop IP and to be part of long-term solutions that are
going to be serving our allies right around the world.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you, Mr. Mueller and Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Thank you to both our witnesses.

Mr. Malette, I'll turn the floor over to you now for five minutes.
Chris Malette (Bay of Quinte, Lib.): Thank you very much,

Mr. Chair.

Thank you, witnesses, for being here today. I know a lot of you
took time to come here from CANSEC. Speaking of that, my first
question will be directed to Ms. Lussier.

Today at CANSEC—as I'm sure you're well aware—the Prime
Minister announced that Canada is entering negotiations to procure
Saab's GlobalEye platform, with major opportunities for Canadian
manufacturing, innovation and skilled jobs tied to the project. This
is projected to support more than 3,000 jobs.

In your view, how important are initiatives like this in position‐
ing Canada's aerospace and defence sectors for long-term growth
while also strengthening Canada's contributions to NATO and con‐
tinental defence?

Mélanie Lussier: These are parts of the good signals that are
part of the strategy—that when we can, when we have the capabili‐
ties here and when we are willing to do it, we do it. Again, I'm not
going to comment on whether it is better to go with that route than
the other routes. It's okay. We're going to follow.... Once a decision
is made and there's predictability.... Having a focus now is certainly
well welcomed by the industry because they know now that we
have a project—or a potential project. We welcome more, I would
say, the predictability and the previsibility than the announcements
themselves—while we're super happy anyway.

● (1750)

Chris Malette: I'll ask Mr. Mueller the same question, as well,
in terms of the signal it sends to the industry.

Mike Mueller: Signals are very important. I'm not going to com‐
ment on that particular one, just because there's that contract—

Chris Malette: I'm not asking anybody to say yea or nay on the
exact contract.

Mike Mueller: The Prime Minister's announcement from this
morning on ITBs is very good. Increasing multipliers to drive cer‐
tain outcomes.... It's the outcomes piece. It's beneficial to the larger
companies, as well as the small and medium-sized businesses, to
drive those outcomes. As for the strategic partnership framework, I
haven't had a chance to digest that fully, but putting these signals
out there is absolutely important.

I think there was a previous question, too, about how small and
medium-sized companies take advantage of this. We've been deal‐
ing a lot with ISED on the concierge service, so there are great op‐
portunities for a lot of these small and medium-sized businesses to
determine how they're going to get into some of these supply chains
with regard to, maybe, the announcement that the Prime Minister
made. There are opportunities in whatever platform is chosen for
the supply chain right across Canada.

Again, these are very encouraging signals from the Prime Minis‐
ter today. We're eager to continue working with him, the govern‐
ment and officials as they're developing these pieces, because the
execution is very much what we're looking at.
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Chris Malette: Yes, and I'm happy you mentioned that concierge
service for some of the smaller pairings, because right in my riding
we had a very smallish contractor who had been running into a
brick wall in trying to.... He has just signed on with General Dy‐
namics. I think that's the kind of stimulus we want.

Mike Mueller: I think that's—
Chris Malette: To go back to you as well on that theme, Mr.

Mueller, many Canadian defence firms are innovative SMEs, some
as small as nine employees, as I've learned from the group I was
just referring to. What specific policy tools do you think, aside
from this concierge...? Is there anything more we can do to help
scale up and participate more effectively in procurement?

Mike Mueller: ITB is absolutely critical for the small and medi‐
um-sized businesses in order to take advantage of some of the
pieces that are there. Again, I'm pleased to see a focus on innova‐
tion, because the innovation side of things is what drives the jobs
and the further and spillover effects, perhaps to the civil side. We
have examples of that with companies.

On the concierge service, I will say that a big focus of mine on
that is on the outcomes. It can't be another bureaucratic box-check‐
ing exercise. If companies are going to be going to this concierge
service, there has to be ownership over the issue they're trying to
solve. In a lot of cases, you see everything being bounced around:
“Well, that's PSPC. Well, that's Treasury Board. Well, that's de‐
fence. You have to go to the CAF. You have to go to ISED.” How
do we encourage government to take ownership over some of these
pieces?

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Malette and Mr. Mueller.

Mr. Anderson, we're back to you again.
Scott Anderson: Thank you very much.

I'll start again with Mr. Ziadé.

There was a recent SAHA trade show in Istanbul. Canadians,
specifically under the DIA, sent a trade delegation. The purpose of
being there was to sell Canadian goods overseas, something that we
should have done decades ago, in my opinion. The government
should have been behind this.

However, we got there, and I think that, much to their surprise,
the Canadian delegation found that they had a mixed message.
They are trying to get foreign governments to buy into our industry
and buy our wares, but at the same time, they are announcing that
we're going to keep 80% of our supply chain Canadian.

It's a mixed message: “Please buy our stuff, but we're not going
to buy your stuff.” In your opinion, how should we reconcile that
message, and what should we be saying at these overseas trade
shows?

Paul Ziadé: Thank you for your question.

This is a complex one. Defence procurement is quite complicat‐
ed.

We're not the only country that looks to onshore a lot of the man‐
ufacturing, for example. You see countries like Sweden, and they
have Saab. In Norway, they have Kongsberg. These are world-class

companies that they have very deliberately supported through vari‐
ous policies.

We can probably reconcile these two things to an extent. These
are not mutually exclusive.

● (1755)

Scott Anderson: They're not mutually exclusive...?

Paul Ziadé: I don't believe so, no.

Scott Anderson: Okay.

Mr. Mueller, could you answer the same question?

Mike Mueller: I agree. Our government representatives who are
travelling around the world should be promoting Canadian
aerospace in particular. We've heard the examples from the past in
which we had government officials soliciting foreign companies to
try to bid on, to give some competition here domestically and—

Scott Anderson: What kind of message are we sending, though,
if we're saying that we want them to buy our stuff, but we're not go‐
ing to buy their stuff?

Mike Mueller: Well, the message is that if the Canadian govern‐
ment is not buying Canadian, why should others do that?

In aerospace, we have certain niches that we need to double
down on. We can't do everything. Where we are strong, we should
be purchasing that domestically, promoting it internationally and
building those collaborative relationships across the board. Again, I
don't think it's one or the other. It's not a zero-sum game. We can be
doing both, and we should be.

Scott Anderson: Okay.

Ms. Lussier, would you agree with that?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes. For several years, I've been doing trade
shows with companies. We're always doing that. We're selling our
products and saying, yes, we're going to buy first and develop our
industry first, but we won't be able to do everything. There's a
“buy” portion in the strategy that makes it a non-issue. We can do
both.

Scott Anderson: Okay.

Let me return to this. We're doing these things. As you said,
we're talking about messaging. We're messaging to companies. The
companies aren't the only ones getting the message, though. For‐
eign governments are getting the message, our domestic voters are
getting the message and so on and so forth.
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Are we taking steps that are long-term and structural right now
that will deter the next administration next door to us from trying to
repair some of the trade relations that have been disrupted? Are we
creating long-term structural destruction to address what might be a
short-term problem?

Mélanie Lussier: I have a sense that the American industry is
the one talking on our behalf. When we had the crisis on tariffs, the
American association was more vocal about the quality of the rela‐
tionship that exists in aerospace with Canadians. I don't think
we're—

Scott Anderson: The government is not the aerospace industry,
though. That's the trouble.

Mélanie Lussier: No, but they're still passing the message, and I
think they're getting it through.

Mike Mueller: That may be a better question for the govern‐
ment. We're seeing the outside. From an aerospace perspective,
we've been very grateful to receive carve-outs on aerospace. It's due
to the fact that aerospace in the U.S. is in a trade surplus there.
There's a huge opportunity. They see the benefit from the global in‐
tegration that is happening.

Again, a focus on building up the domestic industry is a good
thing, from my perspective. It's not a zero-sum game, as I talked
about before. Going internationally and finding new markets is ab‐
solutely critical. I agree that we cannot ignore the Canada-U.S. re‐
lationship and the integration of the supply chains there. Our en‐
couragement to the government and all parliamentarians is to pre‐
serve that relationship, and to preserve the linkages on both the civ‐
il side and the defence side, while continuing to go out and broaden
our agreements internationally.

Scott Anderson: I hope our government is listening to that.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Anderson.

Ms. Idlout, it's over to you for five minutes.
Lori Idlout (Nunavut, Lib.): Qujannamiik.

I lost track of time, listening to all the great testimony. Thank
you so much to each of you for sharing all your expertise. I've
learned so much about the great work you all do. This is such a di‐
verse group of witnesses from different areas.

I have only one question. In the defence industrial strategy, I love
pillar five especially, because it talks about making sure they'll
work with many others to ensure an inclusive, sustainable and geo‐
graphically balanced approach, especially regarding Arctic and
northern security. What needs to happen to ensure that indigenous
peoples are included in growing the domestic defence sector?

Perhaps we can start with Paul, and then we can go to Robert,
Mike and Mélanie.
● (1800)

Paul Ziadé: Thank you very much.

I can tell you that we count among our members within ACDC
several indigenous companies. There is enthusiasm across the
board, not just in defence and aerospace but also within our various
communities in all parts of Canada. We're definitely seeing a lot of
activity and interest when it comes to development and testing.

For example, up north, one of the key priority areas in the de‐
fence industrial strategy, our partners have a lot of knowledge on
how to navigate the terrain. We want to be part of the solution and
the defence of Canada alongside them. There are lots of opportuni‐
ties on that front to engage and even to co-own some of these solu‐
tions together.

Robert Asselin: I'll comment briefly to say that there's a huge
depth of expertise in research on indigenous issues. In the Arctic,
there are groups of researchers that have been going there for
decades. This is not just starting now. A group of researchers from
Université Laval has been in the Arctic every summer for the last
decade working in indigenous communities and with them, almost
as a part of their communities. They are working through all the di‐
mensions of the stuff we're talking about, including social ones.

Your question is really important. The message I want to convey
is that we're not starting from scratch. We have a lot of expertise
inside our universities on these topics.

Mike Mueller: There's a huge opportunity when I think of the
labour force. Even without the Prime Minister's ambitious goal of
125,000 new workers, 50,000 projected workers are needed in the
aerospace field over the next 10 years. Tapping every resource and
every community is absolutely critical.

The investments the supply chain is making—and some of our
member companies are indigenous-owned—are absolutely critical.
There are very substantive, high-technology pieces that are driving
more innovation and creating more jobs right across the board.

When I think of the north, aerospace connects the north. A lot of
communities up north would not exist, at least with the standard of
living they have now, without the aerospace sector. We're in every
region of the country in terms of maintenance, repair and overhaul.
A lot of our member companies are touching those communities up
north at every turn.

We need workers in every region of the country, so there's a huge
opportunity there.

[Translation]

Mélanie Lussier: If I may, I will answer in French, because this
is a subject that I am too passionate about. I want properly articu‐
late what I saw about diversity and inclusion.

As far as indigenous populations are concerned, yes, there are as‐
sets that have not yet been harnessed. As for women in aerospace,
and even in defence, their numbers are still too low compared to
those of men. We need to encourage women to enter the aerospace
and defence trades.
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We also cannot do without the talent of small and medium-sized
enterprises, or SMEs. We talk a lot about large companies, but
SMEs are often run by people from diverse backgrounds. We need
to connect with them. I'm also thinking of remote areas. There are
people who live far away from the workplace. We have to go and
find talent wherever it is.

It's extremely important to keep going. The demand is so high.
As was said earlier, we are talking about 65,000 workers within
10 years. We can't neglect any talent, whether it be indigenous tal‐
ent, female talent or SMEs.

On that point, and I'm going to sound extremely self-serving,
Minister Joly announced a program to help Aéro Montréal make
the transition and help companies break into the defence market.
We look forward to continuing to push for more diversity and inclu‐
sion in all areas of defence.
● (1805)

The Chair: Thank you.
[English]

Monsieur Ste-Marie, it's back to you.
[Translation]

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Lussier, I want to talk to you about the defence, security and
resilience bank. I would first like to commend the work of the gov‐
ernment, which managed to attract it to Canada. Which city is still
to be determined. Obviously, Montreal would be very qualified,
with its 68 international organizations, many of which are at the
heart of global governance; its robust financial sector; its skilled
workforce; and its pioneering role in artificial intelligence, ad‐
vanced technologies, naval technologies and, obviously, aerospace.

I would like to ask you what it would mean for your aerospace
cluster to have the bank in Montreal?

Mélanie Lussier: As you mentioned, we already have interna‐
tional organizations in Montreal. Here, I will show my clear bias. I
can tell you that I will definitely support Montreal's candidacy for
the bank.

As you also mentioned, the aerospace sector is there. Having that
proximity, being able to exchange information quickly, being able
to show examples of what the bank can provide, being able to im‐
plement the bank's actions fairly quickly and being able to show it
to the general public will definitely help the aerospace industry.
The impact on the cluster would be very welcome.

You also talked about the defence sector. In Quebec, Montreal is
the leader in sustainable finance. One of the defence investment
bank's ambitions is to make sustainable investments. With the sus‐
tainable finance available in Montreal, I think choosing the city
makes a lot of sense.

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Okay.

Do you see a role for your members, especially the major con‐
tractors, or could there be a funding role at other levels, for exam‐
ple at the SME level?

Mélanie Lussier: It would actually be for all parts of the chain.

Naturally, the major players will benefit. I do represent quite a
few SMEs, 230 of them, as I was saying. They will benefit from it
as well. By default, any investment in large or even tier‑1 manufac‐
turers is beneficial for SMEs, because they are integrated into glob‐
al and Quebec supply chains. It is therefore absolutely certain that
any investment will benefit the entire sector, including all links in
the chain.

Gabriel Ste-Marie: If I understand correctly, physical proximi‐
ty, being able to visit plants and connect quickly improves the situa‐
tion greatly.

Mélanie Lussier: Yes. In fact, we already do this with ICAO,
the International Civil Aviation Organization. We invite it to come
and work with us.

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Could you remind us of what ICAO is, for
everyone's benefit?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes. It's a regulator. It's a UN agency located
in Montreal, right next door to us. We work a lot with ICAO. Not
only does it set all the rules for aircraft certification, but it also han‐
dles everything we do to promote a greener shift in aerospace. We
take representatives on plant visits and show them what is feasible
now, meaning what will influence future regulatory policies for air‐
craft flights.

We're already seeing an immediate impact on all organizations.
Canada can naturally influence Quebec, but it will have that much
more influence when the bank is set up. Basically, we're extremely
pleased to have the bank. We will be able to influence its actions in
the future.

The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

I think Mr. Bezan wants to give you more time.

Is that correct, sir?

Voices: Oh, oh!

The Chair: I will turn the floor over to you, sir.

James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

I want to thank our witnesses for coming today.
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I apologize for showing up only at the end. I had to speak to Bill
C-31 in the House. I wanted to talk about the Defence Investment
Agency act and the changes to the Defence Production Act, which
does provide, if you have a chance to read it through, some powers
to the minister that will limit competition on bids. It will give the
minister power to reduce the ability of some companies.... They can
be disqualified by the minister without giving any reasons. The
minister is essentially given immunity from any possible litigation
or challenges as to why he would disqualify someone or rig the
competition process by moving all sorts of exemptions. It's one
thing to use a national security exemption with proper reasoning,
because of the time we're in, with conflict and great operational re‐
quirements; it's quite another to disqualify companies because they
don't want them to bid. It's two different streams that we have to be
concerned about.

First and foremost, have any of our witnesses had a chance to
read division 16 of the budget implementation act, number two,
which is Bill C-31?
● (1810)

Mike Mueller: At a very high level, we've looked through it,
yes.

James Bezan: Okay, Mr. Mueller.

I encourage all of you to read it in detail, have your lawyers go
through it and be prepared to appear at the finance committee. If we
can split this off and bring it to defence, it would be a better idea
when it comes to committee study.

One thing that we've always been critical of is.... We need cer‐
tainty in procurement, and the best way to get certainty is to sign
contracts.

Mr. Ziadé, can you speak about how many of your member com‐
panies have had contracts signed in the last 12 months from this
government?

Paul Ziadé: We represent a wide range of companies. Most of
them are indeed SMEs. We have not collected that data yet. We are
still a very small and nimble organization, but if that is of interest,
we would be happy to collect that and report back to you.

James Bezan: Mr. Mueller, can you report on how many con‐
tracts have been signed by the government in the aerospace indus‐
try?

Mike Mueller: I wouldn't have an exact number, Mr. Chair, but I
know there have been some. There have been other announcements
in which there are also lots of negotiations going on.

James Bezan: It looks as though we heard another announce‐
ment today at CANSEC. There is another negotiation but no actual
contracts. We don't know how much is being spent. We don't know
what is going to be delivered as to AWACS—something we all sup‐
port getting. I'm rather agnostic on what platform we use, but let's
just get it bought, and that's something the air force has identified
that we need.

On the SME side, in my time on this file I keep hearing from our
entrepreneurs, our innovators, about how tough it is to do business
with the government.

Mr. Ziadé, can you provide us with some examples and some so‐
lutions on how we can ensure that SMEs are getting opportunities
to bid, build and benefit and bring their innovations to the forefront
to benefit our Canadian Armed Forces?

Paul Ziadé: Yes, sure.

We've talked about ITBs. I've heard about reforms today. I have
not yet had a chance to digest that. I want to stress that ITBs are
only a small part of a defence industrial strategy. The best way that
we can support our SMEs is definitely to provide that strong signal
and certainty. That includes contracts for relatively early stage com‐
panies. We can find ways to contract with innovative companies
with enough off-ramps for the government in case they do not meet
certain expectations or validate their technology along the way.

Also, there's denoting Canadian SMEs as some of these Canadi‐
an strategic partners that the DIS suggests will be announced some‐
time this summer. It cannot be just foreign multinationals with a
presence here; we need Canadian companies as well.

As I've mentioned before, we need to lower that DIA threshold
as well, because in this 21st-century warfare, we cannot go through
these 10-year procurement cycles. These things need to happen in
weeks and months. We need access to the DIA, which is supposed
to accelerate defence procurement. Right now, as far as we know,
the threshold is $100 million. That needs to be reduced for SMEs to
meaningfully participate.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Ms. McKelvie, welcome to our committee. You have up to five
minutes.

Jennifer McKelvie (Ajax, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank
you for welcoming me here today.

My questions are for Mr. Asselin.

Perhaps it's no surprise, but I am also on the science committee.
We are looking at dual-use research there as well. As you're aware,
central to the government's defence research strategy will be BO‐
REALIS. BOREALIS is the Bureau of Research, Engineering and
Advanced Leadership in Innovation and Science. I was certainly
very excited to see in budget 2025 that there was an investment
of $68.2 million over three years to accelerate delivery of advanced
technology, align federal innovation and connect partners from
government, academia and industry.
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My question for you is, can you speak to the state of readiness
and expertise of our Canadian academic community and their abili‐
ty to accelerate innovation and drive dual-use research?
● (1815)

Robert Asselin: On BOREALIS, to be absolutely frank with the
members of the committee, so far it's a concept. It's an empty shell.
There's nothing there. I would even say it's pretty underwhelming
in terms of what has been shown to date. It has been decided that it
would be under DRDC, which is the federal lab inside defence. The
early signs are that nothing will really be different from before. It's
a new entity channelling current programs. I would urge members
of this committee to follow BOREALIS's implementation very
closely because so far, for the leading research universities, it's very
disappointing in terms of the interface and the promise that was
communicated. The concept was good. It could have been a Cana‐
dian DARPA, or a version of DARPA, but so far it's not, so I want
to raise that flag.

In terms of our capabilities, I've spoken to the data, what we rep‐
resent in terms of the capabilities in the research community. As a
country, we have the chance to have this expertise and this intellec‐
tual capital. Today's discussion has been focused on procurement,
the end of contracts and how that works, but we're not going to
have SMEs, we're not going to have companies in defence, if we
don't have the talent and the research and development that will al‐
low these companies to be competitive globally.

Again, I would urge the committee to think about the founda‐
tions of success for R and D-intensive sectors that represent the de‐
fence industry and really focus on the investments that will make
this happen. I think we need to build interfaces and pathways that
don't exist right now between our universities and the defence de‐
partment. That is what I'm working on with my group.

Jennifer McKelvie: Great. I absolutely agree. We're very much
in early days, and it is exciting to see the academic community
wanting to step up and come to the table around that.

One of the things under way, though, is the launch of the defence
innovation secure hubs. It has a strong focus on AI, quantum and
cybersecurity, among other things. Can you speak to how past fed‐
eral investments that we've made in the pan-Canadian AI strategy,
in quantum, have really ensured that our researchers and our lead‐
ers internationally are ready to step up in BOREALIS, step up with
the DISH strategy and really work on those collaborations with our
defence industry?

Robert Asselin: Thank you for the question.

Not to be too discouraging, but to give a sense of scale, the DISH
that have been announced are $50 million over two years, and there
have been two or three announced. In a scale of billions of dollars'
worth of announcements, it's very small and very limited in impact.

I will also say that it's not clear at this point that they will include
their best researchers from our universities. It's mostly focused on
federal labs. In other words, they are scientists who already work
for the government. That, for me, would be another flag.

On the level of technology readiness, these DISH are set up to be
at the end—TRL 7, 8, 9 and 10—which is fine for testing and pro‐
totyping. Again, we need a pipeline to get to these technologies at

the end in this defence industrial strategy. You cannot just put
something at the end of the chain. You have to work upstream. I
would argue that this aspect is not in the DISH right now.

Jennifer McKelvie: You mentioned Canada's 5% versus the
United States' 50% for research and dual use.

Can you speak to how broadly they've cast the net on that defini‐
tion and maybe to how broadly we should cast that definition here?

I will note things like the Superfund sites for environmental con‐
tamination—naval bases, air force bases, and research on cancer,
because it was a major outcome for military personnel. The United
States has cast that net very wide in the definition of dual-use re‐
search.

What should we be doing in Canada as we embark on this early
journey that we're starting around BOREALIS and others?

● (1820)

Robert Asselin: That's a great question.

As for your point, DARPA in the U.S. funds biotechnology that
led to the development of RNA vaccines that saved us in the last
pandemic.

It's a very broad view of technology development. I would urge
this committee to really focus on that.

This is what we're trying to do as a country: to develop technolo‐
gy that will be Canadian-owned and Canadian-developed. It will
come from our talent, our researchers, transfer into our companies,
be grown here and scaled here. If we don't connect all of these
things together.... Sure, we can change the rules of procurement, but
at the end, I don't think we'll be able to scale our companies the
way we want.

I would really agree with the premise of your question that we
have to have a broad portfolio of research. It's not just defence or
military use. It's broad use. I would say, in credit to the government,
that the 10 capabilities they have put forward seem to be broad
enough to have a broad portfolio.

The Chair: Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Ms. McKelvie.



18 NDDN-37 May 27, 2026

We're going to our last round of questions. I want to give us
about five minutes at the end to talk about something else.

I'll go to Mr. Kibble, Ms. Romanado, Monsieur Ste-Marie and
then Mr. Bezan at the end. Try to keep it tight.

Jeff Kibble: Mr. Ziadé, you spoke earlier about the need for sta‐
bility and decision-making to support and spur on innovation and
production. I heard that comment.

Right now, the Liberals are still standing up the Defence Invest‐
ment Agency and the defence industrial strategy, but as we've heard
in testimony, this is without embedded strategic threat assessments
in those plans, without consideration of prekinetic threats that we're
facing and, indeed, without a national defence strategy—surprising‐
ly enough—that would guide economic, strategic and efficient pro‐
curement planning.

In your opinion, in the context of stability, is this harming the
stability?

We have this laundry list of shopping that doesn't really seem to
have a plan. Is that impacting your decision-making within the in‐
dustries that you represent?

Paul Ziadé: We definitely need to move a lot faster. Are you
talking about stability with the United States or...?

Jeff Kibble: We have a laundry list of things that we're buying,
but we don't have a national defence strategy. We haven't consid‐
ered prekinetic threats, so we're going to follow this way for a
while, and then that way. We don't have that overall guidance. You
said you needed stability, and I think that would bring stability.

Can you comment, please?
Paul Ziadé: Well, I agree with you that we are in a state of

prekinetic threat. I think most Canadians do not realize how real the
danger is.

From the stability perspective, we need very strong signals from
the government and a sense of urgency. All of my colleagues here
would probably agree with that.

Jeff Kibble: Mr. Mueller, would you comment?
Mike Mueller: When I was at this committee about a year ago, I

was arguing for a national defence strategy that identifies the threat
and then informs a defence industrial strategy, which is then opera‐
tionalized, perhaps through a defence investment agency.

The government has done it the other way. They created the De‐
fence Investment Agency and then the strategy. I do think that a de‐
fence strategy for identifying the threats is still a missing piece.

I'm very encouraged by where the government is going on this.
We're going in the right direction, but that threat piece to inform the
sovereign [Inaudible—Editor] is required.

Jeff Kibble: I agree with you that we wouldn't be able to go any‐
where without that.

Ms. Lussier, would you agree as well that it's a critical compo‐
nent?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes. We need to be super clear, especially for
the SMEs, especially for the researchers, especially for the compa‐

nies that are looking for a clear demand signal, because we need
predictability in the long run, specifically.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you.

Mr. Asselin, would you agree?

● (1825)

Robert Asselin: Yes.

Jeff Kibble: Thank you.

The Parliamentary Budget Officer has costed the announced
3.5% NATO core commitment at $33 billion a year, meaning $159
billion by 2035-36. There's not really a fiscal road map without this
national defence strategy, but maybe you could help us with a na‐
tional inventory. To help us establish this.... We would need this
across the country. Could you provide your input on a national in‐
ventory of what we have?

Specifically, from your respective vantage points in the indus‐
tries that you represent, what do we have today in numbers of
firms, workforce numbers and sectoral capability that your mem‐
bers represent?

I'll start with Ms. Lussier and go across. That will give us a snap‐
shot here at the table and show the need that we should probably be
well aware of for the entire country, because we don't have this crit‐
ical inventory to help bring that stability.

Mélanie Lussier: Part of the announcement that was made a
month ago on the program that Minister Joly announced was that
there is a portion of money that's reserved to do that mapping of ca‐
pability in Quebec.

We're going to be able, in the coming weeks, to know how many
firms there are, what they can provide, what equipment they have
and what they can provide as services.

Jeff Kibble: Is that in a couple of weeks?

Mélanie Lussier: Yes. Axya is working on it. We've already
been working on it for several months now, for Quebec anyway.

Jeff Kibble: You have. Okay, so we're going to have that frame‐
work for Quebec.

Would you agree, Mr. Mueller?

Mike Mueller: I think we need to expand that right across the
country. That's one of the asks that we've had to government. I've
called it a capability-mapping exercise, mapping sovereign capabil‐
ities connected to the procurements, and we're missing that—

Jeff Kibble: Thank you. This is happening in Quebec, not from
your perspective.

Mr. Ziadé, what about the organizations that you represent?
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Paul Ziadé: We are very closely tied to two organizations. One
of them is called The Icebreaker and the other one is the Council of
Canadian Innovators, and they did a national survey of defence and
dual-use companies. I would be happy to connect you with them.
They have a lot of data on our current capabilities in the SME land‐
scape.

Jeff Kibble: There are all these different sources. Some are be‐
ing done in Quebec but not in other places. As different organiza‐
tions, do you think we need a government-led map and inventory as
a one-stop shop of our capability to support a realistic strategy?
Without it, it seems impossible.

Would you agree, yes or no?
Mélanie Lussier: We can share ours, and it can be deployed

across—
Jeff Kibble: Do we need it nationally? That's what I meant.
Mélanie Lussier: It can be deployed across the country, of

course.
Jeff Kibble: We need a national list.
Mélanie Lussier: If it's led by the government, my fear is that

it's going to take too long. Let the industries define themselves
and—

Jeff Kibble: Okay—
Mike Mueller: Yes, absolutely.
Jeff Kibble: Yes, and don't take too long, as well.

Mr. Asselin, would you agree?
Robert Asselin: I will say that for research, we are able to tell

you on every sovereign capability how many U15 researchers are
working on each capability. That asset mapping for research exists.

Jeff Kibble: Is that just within your organization or for all insti‐
tutions?

The Chair: Mr. Kibble—
Robert Asselin: It's for all leading research universities.
Jeff Kibble: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: You're welcome.

He wants a white glove approach. We get it. We need to have
speed and expedite these matters. That's why I'm going to Ms. Ro‐
manado now.

Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-LeMoyne, Lib.):
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Through you, I'd like to thank the witnesses for being here today.
A lot of information has been provided to us. I don't want to call it
“cleanup”, but I want to make sure I wrap up a lot of what was
shared.

There was a question with respect to the $100-million threshold
for the Defence Investment Agency. When Mr. Guzman presented
to us at the national defence committee in April, there was a ques‐
tion on whether that was a hard line. That decision was to have a
number to start with. Now that the DIA will be up and running
through the budget implementation act and get its legs—once proof
of concept and so on start rolling—I anticipate that the number may
change.

With respect to the people, each one of you has talked about the
people who work in the defence industry. I have children serving in
the Canadian Armed Forces. As much as I want every Canadian to
consider a job in the Canadian Armed Forces, not everyone will. I
would love to convince people to consider a job working in the de‐
fence industry. All of you have mentioned that there is a huge need
for people to consider work in that field.

In the budget, we talked about expanding Canada's skilled trades
training to reservists. I want to get your opinion on reservists' serv‐
ing in the Canadian Armed Forces but also, perhaps, working in the
defence industries, which would allow them to share that expertise,
in terms of what they need, with defence industry employers. It's a
win-win-win. I'd love to get your opinion on that.

● (1830)

[Translation]

Ms. Lussier, we talked a bit about women in the defence sector. I
was with Women in Defence and Security this morning, and I
swear I made an effort to convince women to consider working in
the defence sector. I can assure you of that.

Is there anything we can do with that? Perhaps we should look
for reservists so that they can work in the industry but also serve
their country.

Mélanie Lussier: What we offer our businesses is support. In or‐
der to bring reservists on board, accommodations have to be made
in terms of human resources policies. That may be more natural for
large companies. Smaller companies need to know what the best
practices are and what it means to hire reservists. They also need to
be shown that they are a great asset. These people have project
management skills, and they have talent that we can bring in.

I said earlier that we can't neglect any talent. Reservists are part
of that. We offer support for businesses, and I think that all busi‐
nesses, all provinces and all regions of the country should do the
same. We can't neglect any talent, including reservists and women,
obviously.

[English]

Sherry Romanado: Mr. Mueller, go ahead.

Mike Mueller: I would agree. Anything that's win-win-win,
we're open to. Tapping some of those untapped resources in the
labour market is absolutely critical. In aerospace in particular, those
are very attractive jobs that are highly skilled and highly paid. The
number may be a little dated, but the wage is 30% higher than the
average in manufacturing.



20 NDDN-37 May 27, 2026

Again, I encourage everyone to take a look at aerospace. There
are huge opportunities there. Any way that the government can help
support building in that pipeline of Canadian youth, or of anyone
who wants to get involved, we'd be supportive of.

Sherry Romanado: Mr. Asselin, we talked a bit about the
DISH. Perhaps that element can also expose some young re‐
searchers to considering a field in which they work in the defence
industry. Would you say that this could be an element to add to the
DISH in terms of exposing young people to considering jobs in the
field?

Robert Asselin: Well, right now, DISH is only secure environ‐
ment research. To give you a sense of it, JPL, the lab that does the
robotics research for NASA—this is very sensitive technology—
does 80% of their research openly. On this notion that we have to
be inside the room, with full security in every part of the research
we do, it's certainly not what our allies do. In certain areas, for sen‐
sitive reasons, we need to protect against IP theft.

At the end of the day, this is my message for you: If we don't cre‐
ate these pathways, these interfaces, between academia and the de‐
fence department, we can create DISH and these secure environ‐
ments, but they are not viable long-run pathways that will yield the
results we want in research. They are an important niche, but they
are very small in scale, I would say.

Sherry Romanado: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you both.

Monsieur Ste-Marie, it's over to you for a few minutes.

[Translation]
Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Mueller and Ms. Lussier, can you tell us about how impor‐
tant the space sector is to the defence industrial strategy?

Mélanie Lussier: I'll actually talk about how important it is to
the province. In Quebec, we have extremely significant companies
in the space sector, including MDA Space and Reaction Dynamics,
which will be able to launch rockets using new technologies.

The space sector is important, first of all, for continuing our good
interactions with our neighbours to the south. We're extremely
smart. We've seen the effects of the recent Artemis mission, which
are really good economically. We are able to contribute to the mis‐
sion. Businesses are increasingly prevalent. The democratization of
space provides even more opportunity. It's economically worth‐
while.

However, let's also think about talent. We inspire young people.
Talking about the space industry inspires people. You have to fill
the pipeline with talent. When we encourage the space industry, we
also encourage the industry as a whole.

As we know, people in the industry are mobile. They are able to
move around throughout the industry. That's extremely important
from an economic perspective. It's also extremely important from a
research standpoint. An enormous amount of research is being done
in the space sector and is transferable to other fields, particularly
the field of robotics. The Canadarm has brought us to the forefront.

This sector must not be overlooked. You're right: We often talk
about aeronautics, but aerospace also includes the space sector.
Canada has long been a major player, and it must remain so. It's a
good opportunity to maintain good relations with other nations.

● (1835)

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Ms. Lussier.

Mr. Mueller, I'd like you to comment on that.

[English]

Mike Mueller: From a national outlook, to give you a bit of per‐
spective on the potential for the space industry in Canada, we're
leading companies right across the board. I think of Magellan
Aerospace out in Winnipeg doing phenomenal things. They're pre‐
dicting that the space economy will be worth $1 trillion by 2030.
It's a huge opportunity for Canada to get involved in that. It's
around $500 billion today.

A large portion of Canada's expertise is low-earth-orbit satellites.
They're predicting that 25,000 new satellites will be launched. You
just looked at, as Mélanie said, the Artemis II launch and Jeremy
Hansen, whom I've had the pleasure to meet. It's inspiring. A lot of
spinoff effects are happening. It's a huge opportunity for the indus‐
try across the board.

[Translation]

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Thank you, Mr. Mueller.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[English]

The Chair: Mr. Bezan, it's back to you, and we'll wrap up.

James Bezan: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'll bring it home. How's that?

Mr. Asselin, on the research side, how do you rate DRDC, De‐
fence Research and Development Canada, on the work they're do‐
ing? Are they working closely enough with industry to get the stuff
built that we need?

Robert Asselin: It's a very small part of DND overall, in terms
of capabilities. I think we have to be frank that they've been ne‐
glected, as the defence department has been, on funding for the last
20 or 30 years. They've been working on technology development
at the end of the TRLs, levels 7, 8, 9 and 10. It's very niche.

I will say that the weaknesses, as far as I can tell, are collabora‐
tions with academia that are episodic but not at scale. The scientists
who work there are career scientists in the federal government.
They don't necessarily come from U15 universities, for example.
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They do good things, but I would say that in terms of scale and
whether their research is consequential in terms of technology de‐
velopment in Canada.... These are good questions.

James Bezan: Would there be opportunity for academics, SMEs,
entrepreneurs and innovators who are out there working alongside
DRDC in DRDC facilities? Particularly, we have this big space sit‐
ting out at Suffield, where DRDC is located—an awesome loca‐
tion—to test some of our new technologies. Do you think that's
something we should be recommending as part of the defence in‐
dustrial strategy report?

Robert Asselin: It's an important part of the research continuum,
but as I said, one that is really at the end when the products are al‐
most ready to be launched at the commercial level. The problem is
that if you focus only on that part of the continuum, then you won't
have the pipeline that will get you the products at levels 8, 9 and
10. I feel that we're weak in this, because academia is not really be‐
ing asked to contribute—or has not been to this date. We're working
to change that. You need a better, fulsome pipeline of research that
comes from TRL 1, fundamental research.

I would remind this committee that AI came from fundamental
research. It was not directed research. Sometimes it's just curiosity-
driven, and that goes all the way to what DRDC does, which is pro‐
totyping, testing at the end of the chain. Focusing only on what
DRDC does on the research side would be largely insufficient, in
my view.

James Bezan: From an SME standpoint, Mr. Ziadé, what oppor‐
tunities are your members looking forward to in working more
closely with DND in particular, and maybe DRDC?

We have this problem that the Government of Canada, the bu‐
reaucracy, is risk-averse. How do we get them to be adopters and
take on some of the risks associated with novel ideas?

Paul Ziadé: I'll maybe address the DRDC point. That's a good
one.

I have personal experience working with DRDC and at the
Suffield research base, which you mentioned. They're very capable
people, and it's a unique asset, not only in Canada but worldwide. I
can attest that companies from Europe want to come and test here,
and as far as the ACDC membership goes, yes, they are looking for
a much clearer path. We have some autonomy companies looking
to test as well, and they're trying to find a much clearer and linear
path to get into these facilities.

I can say that there are some excellent people working there, be‐
cause you have the DRDC Suffield research centre and CFB
Suffield as well. It is kind of separate, but it is under-resourced, as
my colleague mentioned, and I think it is going to be a key pillar to
accelerate the technology development for many SMEs, because
they need these facilities.

In my capacity as the CEO of North Vector Dynamics, where we
make missiles, this is basically one of the few places that we can
test, so we need access as well, and frequent access.
● (1840)

The Chair: Mr. Bezan, you're done.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

James Bezan: Check my pulse.

The Chair: To the witnesses, thank you so much. We talked
about Bill C-31, and it's coming up before the House now. It incor‐
porates the enactment of the Defence Investment Agency as a
stand-alone agency to facilitate and expedite the very things that
you're talking about. However, we do need expert advice, support
and opposition to ensure we get it right, so thank you for being be‐
fore us.

Before I adjourn the meeting, I'll say that tomorrow we have two
informal meetings. One is with the Ukrainian delegation. It's from
8:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. in the West Block. I'm trying to gauge who
around the table will be able to attend that meeting. I see one, two,
three. It's important. I would like to have some members of the op‐
position there too, of course, from the Conservative Party, so let's
make sure we have a good number there, because it's a good topic.

I've invited some other members to attend. I've also invited some
from the Senate, if they're available. I'm not sure they'll be able to
be there, but it's an important topic and it's important to be there
with the Ukrainian minister.

Then the next meeting is going to be at 1:15 p.m. with the head
of the Bavarian State Chancellery and their delegation. That's going
to be in conjunction with another committee, so we're there more as
observers than as actors. It's with the head of the Bavarian State
Chancellery, Dr. Florian Herrmann, and their delegation.

It's a joint meeting with INDU.

An hon. member: Isn't Bavaria a province in Germany?

James Bezan: Are we meeting with provincial delegations now?

The Chair: I know you federalists, but I have—

[Translation]

Gabriel Ste-Marie: Should I raise a point of order, Mr. Chair?

[English]

The Chair: If you can make that meeting, I'll try to be there as
well for the 1:15 meeting. It will be in conjunction with another
committee.

Lastly, we have a trip coming forward. I know it's not for these
members, but we have an outline of that trip, and the members who
are on it are the ones who have been brought forward by your re‐
spective whips.
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The clerk wants us to make certain that you can, on your own ac‐
count, go to the respective events, so let's make sure we deal with
that so there will be no surprises. I want all of us to be there if we
can. The clerk is concerned about logistics and accommodation, so
let's make sure that we have a good understanding before we pro‐
ceed.

I'm going to approve the clerk's....

Go ahead, Mr. Watchorn.
Tim Watchorn: Mr. Chair, do we have the outline of the trip

yet? It's hard to talk about finance—
The Chair: I have an outline of the dates and bookings. I don't

have accommodations or meetings yet.
Tim Watchorn: Do we at least have dates and where we're go‐

ing to be?
The Chair: I'll ask the clerk to provide that to me and then share

it with you in terms of whether you can accommodate and whether

he can accommodate in the end, because he's citing some issues
that may be of concern.

James Bezan: Bring your ball and glove because we can play
baseball at midnight. They have a midnight baseball league in Inu‐
vik.

[Translation]

The Chair: Mr. Ste‑Marie, do you want to speak? You're shak‐
ing your head.

[English]

Ladies and gentlemen, members of the committee, with your
agreement, may we adjourn?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: The meeting is adjourned.
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