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ABOUT	THIS	EDITION	
In	May	2017,	the	ISEMA	Editorial	Board	began	compiling	research	papers	
produced	by	graduate	students	attending	Carleton	University’s	School	of	
Public	 Policy.	 In	 the	 subsequent	 weeks,	 the	 Board	 recruited	 external	
assessors	 and	began	 the	double-blind	 review	process.	Of	 the	12	papers	
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ultimately	produced	the	contents	of	this	year’s	edition.		
	
Volume	 11	 –	 which	 includes	 papers	 from	 both	 the	 2015/2016	 and	
2016/2017	academic	years	–	covers	a	number	of	topics	within	a	Canadian	
context,	 including	 sustainability,	 the	 environment,	 climate	 change,	 and	
energy.	Grace	Martin	systematically	examines	the	role	of	policy	networks	
with	regards	to	the	implementation	and	modernization	of	the	Great	Lakes	
Water	 Quality	 Agreement.	 David	 Chan	 meticulously	 explores	 the	
circumstances	under	which	two	separate	National	Energy	Board	redesigns	
took	place,	and	questions	the	authority,	 legitimacy,	and	responsibility	of	
these	 processes.	 Jonathan	 Lippett	 contextualizes	 Canada’s	 cleantech	
industry,	 evaluates	 it	 in	 its	 present	 state,	 and	 assesses	 the	 federal	
government’s	 strategy	 for	 supporting	 it	 via	 regulatory,	 microeconomic,	
and	 macroeconomic	 measures.	 Sasha	 Hanson	 Pastran	 uses	 social	
movement	 theory	 to	 illustrate	 the	 role	 of	 direct	 action	 in	 renewable	
energy	transitions,	as	it	relates	to	the	lead	up	to	the	2015	Conference	of	
the	Parties	and	the	eventual	signing	of	the	Paris	Agreement.	Finally,	Zak	
Jacques	conducts	a	comprehensive	assessment	of	contemporary	climate,	
energy,	and	environmental	policy	in	Canada	by	exploring	the	Pan-Canadian	
Framework	on	Clean	Growth	and	Climate	Change.	Each	paper	provides	its	
own	unique	value	and	perspective	to	this	year’s	edition.	
	
The	 Editorial	 Board	 would	 like	 to	 extend	 its	 gratitude	 to	 its	 external	
reviewers	 and	 Carleton	 University’s	 School	 of	 Public	 Policy	 and	
Administration,	without	whom	 it	would	not	be	possible	 to	produce	 this	
journal.	 The	 Board	 would	 also	 like	 to	 thank	 the	 authors	 for	 their	
participation	and	congratulate	them	on	their	achievement.		
	
2017	ISEMA	Executive		
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From	Green	to	Clean—to	Toxic:	The	role	of	policy	networks	and	problem	definition	
in	 the	modernization	of	a	binational	agreement	 to	protect	 the	world’s	 largest	
freshwater	system	
	
Author:	Grace	Martin	
Written	for:	Policy	Analysis-The	Practical	Art	of	Change		
	
INTRODUCTION	
The	Laurentian	Great	Lakes	comprise	five	of	the	twenty	largest	lakes	in	the	
world	by	volume:	Superior	(3),	Michigan	(7),	Huron	(8),	Ontario	(12)	and	
Erie	 (18),	and	 together	 form	the	 largest	 freshwater	 system	 in	 the	world	
(Canada-US,	 2016).	 Canada	 and	 the	United	 States	 (“the	Governments”)	
first	 signed	 the	 Great	 Lakes	Water	 Quality	 Agreement1	 (GLWQA	 or	 the	
“Agreement”)	in	1972	to	“restore	and	maintain	the	chemical,	physical,	and	
biological	 integrity	 of	 the	 waters	 of	 the	 Great	 Lakes”	 (Canada-United	
States,	2012).	Updated	in	1978,	1983	and	1987,	the	Agreement	guides	the	
actions	of	both	countries	to	address	threats	to	Great	Lakes	water	quality	
and	 ecosystem	 health.	 In	 2012,	 the	 Governments	 modernized	 and	
expanded	the	GLWQA	for	the	first	time	in	25	years	to	better	address	new	
and	 existing	 threats,	 including	 nutrient	 discharges,	 releases	 of	 toxic	
substances,	 invasive	 species,	 loss	 of	wetland	 and	 other	 habitat,	 climate	
change,	and	other	factors.	It	 is	important	to	understand	the	basis	of	the	
amendments	to	ensure	they	lead	to	tangible	improvements	in	the	health	
of	the	Great	Lakes	for	the	next	several	decades.		

	
This	 paper	 draws	 on	 policy	 network	 and	 problem	 definition	

theory	 to	 analyze	 the	 2012	 update	 to	 the	 GLWQA.	 It	 argues	 the	 arms-
length	 International	 Joint	 Commission	 (IJC	 or	 the	 “Commission”)	 and	
environmental	 non-governmental	 organizations	 (NGOs)	 collectively	
played	a	vital	role	in	the	Agreement	review	process	by	providing	expertise	
to	the	Governments	and	holding	them	accountable.	Networks	are	more	
important	 than	 ever	 in	 policy-making	 as	 governments	 are	 increasingly	
dependent	on	the	expertise	of	partners.	The	problem	definition	phase	is	
also	central	to	sound	policy-making,	acting	as	a	steering	mechanism	for	all	
other	stages	of	the	policy	cycle	(Pal,	2014).	The	first	section	of	this	paper	
focuses	 on	 agenda-setting	 (i.e.,	 why	 did	 the	 Governments	 decide	 to	
update	 the	GLWQA	 for	 the	 first	 time	 in	 25	 years?).	 The	 second	 section	

																																																								
1	The	GLWQA	is	not	a	conventional	Act.	Rather,	it	is	an	“executive	agreement”	(it	
is	not	ratified	as	a	treaty	and	there	is	no	formal	legislation	specific	to	the	
Agreement	in	Canada).	Both	countries	have	existing	legal	mechanisms	that	
enshrine	parts	of	the	Protocol	in	cooperative	Agreements	and	law.	
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focuses	on	the	means	through	which	the	Governments	defined	the	policy	
problem	(i.e.,	what	processes	did	the	Governments	use	to	define	the	scope	
of	policy	changes	required	to	 the	GLWQA?).	The	third	section	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	problem	definition	stage	on	policy	formulation	(i.e.,	how	
did	the	actors	and	processes	which	defined	the	problem	ultimately	lead	to	
changes	in	the	updated	GLWQA?).	

	
CONTEXT	
The	 GLWQA	 between	 Canada	 and	 the	 United	 States	 expresses	 the	
commitment	 of	 both	 countries	 to	 “restore	 and	 maintain	 the	 chemical,	
physical,	and	biological	integrity	of	the	waters	of	the	Great	Lakes”	(Canada-
United	States,	2012).	Prime	Minister	Pierre	Trudeau	and	President	Richard	
Nixon	 signed	 the	 original	 Agreement	 in	 1972.	 Considered	 a	 landmark	
international	environmental	policy	at	that	time,	it	still	serves	as	a	model	of	
international	cooperation	for	the	protection	of	water	quality	around	the	
world	 (CELA,	 AGL,	 BP	 &	 GLU,	 2007).	 	 In	 signing	 the	 Agreement,	 the	
Governments	 committed	 to	 regularly	 reviewing	 its	 operation	 and	
effectiveness.	The	reviews	occur	after	every	third	biennial	report	produced	
by	 the	 IJC	 and	 are	 intended	 to	 be	 comprehensive.2	 The	 IJC	 is	 an	
independent	body	established	under	the	Boundary	Waters	Treaty	in	1909	
that	 examines	 shared	 issues,	 provides	 advice	 to	 the	 Governments,	 and	
communicates	with	the	public	(IJC,	2006a).		

	
Between	1972	and	1987,	the	GLWQA	was	subject	to	a	number	of	

amendments	 and	 shifts	 in	 its	 implementation	 to	 reflect	 evolving	
understanding,	but	was	not	updated	again	until	2012.	In	the	intervening	
decades,	 the	 Governments	 either	 forewent	 the	 mandated	 review	 or	
completed	 the	 review	without	 changing	 the	 Agreement.	 Between	 1987	
and	 2012,	 the	 Great	 Lakes	 region	 experienced	 considerable	 economic	
growth.	 During	 this	 time,	 the	 Governments	 fulfilled	 many	 of	 the	
Agreement’s	promises,	but	ignored	others.	A	number	of	new	threats,	such	
as	invasive	species	and	climate	change,	also	came	to	the	fore.	The	current	
GLWQA	(2012)	reflects	modern	water	quality	issues	in	the	following	ways.	
First,	 the	 2012	Agreement	 includes	 new	provisions	 related	 to	 excessive	
algae	 growth,	 chemicals,	 pollution	 from	 ships,	 and	 scientific	 research.	

																																																								
2	Article	VII	of	the	GLWQA	requires	the	IJC	to	report	biennially	to	the	federal,	
state	and	provincial	governments	concerning	progress	toward	achieving	
Agreement	objectives,	and	the	effectiveness	of	programs	pursuant	to	it.	Article	
VII	also	directs	the	Commission	to	provide	advice	on	any	matter	related	to	the	
quality	of	the	boundary	waters	of	the	Great	Lakes	system	(Canada-United	States,	
2012).		
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Second,	 it	 commits	 to	 addressing	 broad	 contemporary	 ecological	
challenges.	 Third,	 the	 2012	 Agreement	 has	 stronger	 provisions	 for	
governance,	 accountability,	 and	 engagement	 of	 government	 and	 non-
government	entities	and	the	public	(Canada-United	States,	2016).		

	
Governments	 cannot	 direct	 modern	 policy-making	 without	

engaging	 the	 public	 or	 interest	 groups.	 Policy	 actors	 outside	 of	
government	have	a	large	role	in	affecting	policy	(Pal,	2014).	In	contrast	to	
the	 1970s	 model	 of	 policy-making	 focused	 on	 centralization,	
categorization,	and	control,	the	2012	GLWQA	is	the	result	of	over	seven	
years	 of	 consultation,	 deliberation,	 and	 negotiation.	 The	 Great	 Lakes	
network	 is	 highly	 developed	 and	 includes	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 non-
governmental	 organizations,	 primarily	 made	 up	 of	 environmental	
interests.	Civil	society	and	industry	increasingly	expect	the	Governments	
to	 share	 Great	 Lakes	 management	 responsibilities	 (Krantzberg,	 2007).	
Environmental	 NGOs	 take	 on	 the	 responsibility	 for	 public	 education,	
citizen-directed	 projects,	 and	 advising	Governments	 (Krantzberg,	 2012).	
The	key	actors	in	the	review	and	2012	update	of	the	GLWQA	are	the	two	
Governments,	 the	 Agreement	 Review	 Committee	 (ARC),	 the	 IJC,	 and	 a	
suite	 of	 environmental	 and	 citizen	 non-governmental	 organizations	
(NGOs).	Other	actors	 in	the	policy	network	 include	 industry	associations	
and	businesses	as	well	as	municipal	and	Indigenous	governments.	

	
This	 paper	 draws	 on	 policy	 network	 and	 problem	 definition	

theory	to	analyze	the	recent	(2012)	update	to	the	GLWQA.	Specifically,	it	
seeks	 to	understand	the	main	actors,	 triggers,	and	processes	associated	
with	 agenda-setting	 and	 problem	 definition.	 It	 looks	 to	 analyze	 the	
relationships	between	problem	definition	and	the	outcome	of	the	review	
process.	 The	 following	 three	 analytical	 sections	 argue	 environmental	
NGOs,	along	with	the	appointed,	independent	IJC,	played	a	vital	role	in	the	
amendment	 of	 the	 GLWQA.	 They	 did	 so	 by	 providing	 expertise	 to	 the	
Governments	and	holding	them	accountable.	The	first	section	presents	an	
overview	of	the	key	agents	and	events	that	influenced	the	Governments	
to	update	the	GLWQA	for	 the	 first	 time	 in	25	years.	The	second	section	
analyzes	 the	 processes	 used	 to	 define	 the	 scope	 of	 policy	 changes	
required.	The	final	section	describes	the	ultimate	influence	of	the	problem	
definition	stage	 (the	 recommendations	of	 the	networked	actors)	on	 the	
final	outcome	of	the	updated	Agreement.		

	
ACTORS	AND	AGENDA-SETTING	
Factors	 threatening	 Great	 Lakes	 water	 quality	 also	 threaten	 the	 social,	
economic,	and	environmental	well-being	of	both	Canada	and	the	United	
States.	 Frameworks	 for	 policy-making	 today	 are	 necessarily	 global	 and	
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interconnected	 (Mamudu,	 Cairney,	 &	 Studlar,	 2015).	 Yet,	 due	 to	 this	
complexity,	governments’	attention	can	only	be	fixed	on	a	limited	set	of	
problems	(Pal,	2014).	Governments	need	to	set	societal	agendas	since	not	
every	problem	can	be	addressed	at	the	same	time	as	a	priority.	Agenda-
setting,	 as	with	 all	 stages	 of	 the	 policy	 cycle,	 is	 usually	 influenced	 by	 a	
complicated	range	of	players	and	institutions,	international	and	domestic	
trends,	 policy	 debates	 and	 public-private	 interactions	 (Pal,	 2014).	 This	
section	of	the	paper	uses	Downs’	(1972)	issue	attention	cycle	to	uncover	
the	process	by	which	public	awareness	of	Great	Lakes	water	quality	issues	
declined	and	 increased	again	over	 time.	 It	also	seeks	 to	understand	 the	
agents	 and	 factors	 that	 led	 the	Governments	 to	 review	and	amend	 the	
GLWQA.	

	
Issue	attention	cycle		
Downs’	 (1972)	 issue	attention	cycle	 theory	 is	 the	notion	 that	 the	public	
gains	and	loses	interest	in	a	particular	issue	over	time.	The	original	theory,	
published	in	1972	(the	same	year	as	the	original	GLWQA	was	signed),	was	
based	 on	 public	 opinion	 and	 environmentalism.	 According	 to	 Downs	
(1972),	there	are	five	stages	in	the	issue	attention	cycle.	In	the	first	stage,	
the	problem	exists,	but	is	not	in	the	public	awareness.	In	the	second	stage,	
the	public	experiences	alarmed	discovery	or	euphoric	enthusiasm.	In	the	
third	stage,	the	public	realizes	the	cost	of	significant	progress	and	gradually	
loses	interest	throughout	the	fourth	stage.	By	the	fifth	and	final	stage,	the	
problem	still	remains	in	the	public	consciousness	but	receives	lesser	and	
more	sporadic	attention.		

	
The	 stages	of	 the	 issue	attention	cycle	provide	a	 framework	 to	

analyze	the	rise	and	fall	of	Great	Lakes	issues	in	the	public	consciousness	
and	on	the	Governments'	agendas.	Great	Lakes	issues	moved	from	the	first	
stage	 of	 obscurity	 to	 the	 second	 stage	 of	 public	 alarm	 during	 the	
environmental	movement	of	the	1960s,	prompted	by	increasing	societal	
standards	and	rising	communications	media	(Downs,	1972).	By	the	early	
1970s,	 the	Governments	 created	 the	GLWQA	 in	 response	 to	 a	wave	 of	
scientific	and	public	concern	about	phosphorous	pollution	and	the	“death”	
of	Lake	Erie	from	severe	algal	blooms	(CELA	et	al.,	2007).	The	Commission	
formally	 triggered	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 GLWQA	 with	 its	 1970	 report	 of	
recommendations	to	the	Governments	(IJC,	1970;	2006b).		

	
Downs	 (1972)	 argues	 environmental	 concerns	 decrease	 in	 the	

third	and	fourth	stages	of	the	cycle	when	the	public	learns	that	overcoming	
such	 issues	 requires	a	 fundamental	 restructuring	of	 society.	 In	 terms	of	
Great	Lakes	issues,	these	stages	occurred	when	the	GLWQA	fell	in	priority	
on	the	Governments’	agendas	in	the	late	1980s	to	the	early	2000s.	While	



ISEMA:	Perspectives	on	Innovation,	Science	and	Environment	5	

the	 Governments	 amended	 the	 Agreement	 three	 times	 between	 the	
1970s	and	1980s	 in	 response	 to	public	outcry,	 they	did	not	change	 it	 in	
subsequent	decades,	despite	the	emergence	of	new	threats.	It	is	possible	
that	 tangible	 improvements	 in	 key	 water	 quality	 parameters	 and	 the	
invisibility	of	toxic	pollutants	removed	the	sense	of	urgency	in	the	public	
consciousness	(Jetoo	&	Krantzberg,	2014).	Bails	et	al.	(2005)	argue	many	
factors	can	lead	to	the	false	assumption	that	the	Great	Lakes	ecosystem	is	
healthy	 and	 resilient.	 For	 example,	 members	 of	 the	 public	 are	 usually	
unaware	 of	 the	 time	 delay	 between	 the	 introduction	 of	 stress	 and	 the	
subsequent	 impacts,	 and	 are	 ignorant	 of	 the	 scale	 of	 ecosystem-level	
disruptions	caused	by	multiple	stressors.	

	
The	 diminished	 role	 of	 the	 IJC	 and	 the	 proliferation	 of	 poor	

governance	more	generally	are	other	explanations	for	the	lack	of	review	
and	update	to	the	Agreement	between	1987	and	2012	(Botts	&	Muldoon,	
2005).	 Critics	 argue	 the	 Binational	 Executive	 Committee	 (BEC)	 replaced	
many	 of	 the	 functions	 previously	 independently	 served	 by	 the	 IJC	
(Krantzberg,	2009).	 In	 contrast	 to	 the	arms-length	Commission,	 the	BEC	
was	a	body	of	federal,	state,	and	provincial	governments,	created	by	the	
two	 federal	 governments	 in	 1987.	 Some	 NGOs	 argue	 the	 BEC	 did	 not	
undertake	 comprehensive	 data	 collection,	 analysis	 or	 reporting—and	
failed	to	document	the	true	state	of	the	Great	Lakes	ecosystem	since	the	
early	1990s	(CELA	et	al.,	2007).	Still,	the	NGOs	did	not	lobby	for	changes	in	
the	1990s	and	early	2000s	out	of	 concern	 that	 any	Government	 review	
during	 this	 period	would	only	weaken	 commitments	 (CELA	et	 al.,	 2007;	
Krantzberg,	 2009).	 In	 1999,	 the	 Governments	 attempted	 to	 review	 the	
Agreement	without	public	involvement,	before	terminating	the	process	in	
response	to	lobbying	by	the	NGOs.	Environmental	NGOs	were	distrustful	
of	 the	 Governments	 and	 frustrated	 with	 the	 lack	 of	 progress	 on	 the	
implementation	of	 the	Agreement	 (Krantzberg,	2007).	Between	the	 late	
1980s	and	early	2000s,	the	NGOs	focused	on	the	implementation	of	the	
Agreement	rather	than	its	review	(Chiblow,	2006).	

	
By	the	early	2000s,	Great	Lakes	water	quality	issues	reached	the	

fifth	stage	of	the	issue	attention	cycle:	the	post-problem	stage.	According	
to	 Downs	 (1972),	 issues	 in	 this	 stage	 may	 re-emerge	 sporadically	 or	
become	 attached	 to	 other	 problems,	 receiving	 greater	 attention	 than	
those	 still	 in	 the	 pre-discovery	 stage.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 the	GLWQA,	water	
quality	 issues	 in	 the	 Great	 Lakes	 became	 attached	 to	 broader	
interconnected	 environmental	 issues,	 such	 as	 invasive	 species,	 climate	
change,	and	habitat	degradation.	Additionally,	the	Governments’	renewed	
focus	on	water	quality	in	the	wake	of	the	Walkerton	water	contamination	
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crisis3	created	a	policy	window	for	change	(CELA	et	al.,	2007).	By	the	early	
2000s,	the	Great	Lakes	community	supported	a	substantive	review	of	the	
Agreement.	The	NGOs	articulated	their	concern	to	the	Commission	at	its	
2003	Biennial	Meeting,	prompting	 the	 IJC’s	pivotal	12th	Biennial	Report	
(2004),	which	“officially	triggered”	the	Governments’	obligation	to	review	
the	Agreement	(ARC,	2007).	Thus,	after	a	period	of	relative	dormancy	for	
the	 GLWQA	 review	 process,	 the	 environmental	 NGOs	 and	 the	 IJC	 took	
advantage	of	broader	environmental	concerns	and	renewed	political	will,	
and	 demanded	 the	 Governments	 conduct	 a	 thorough	 review	 of	 the	
Agreement.	

	
DEFINING	THE	PROBLEM		
The	Canadian	and	US	Governments	were	responsible	for	the	formal	review	
of	the	GLWQA	after	recognizing	its	need	in	2004.	The	two	Governments	
were	 the	 key	 decision-makers	 in	 the	 process	 but	 requested	 assistance	
from	the	IJC	and	other	appointed	agencies	to	facilitate	public	consultation.	
The	 Governments	 tasked	 elected	 officials	 and	 public	 service	
administrators	 at	 Environment	 and	 Climate	 Change	 Canada	 (ECCC,	
formally	 Environment	 Canada)	 and	 the	 US	 Environmental	 Protection	
Agency	 (EPA)	 Great	 Lakes	 National	 Program	 Office.	 According	 to	 the	
Governments,	both	nations	sought	out	and	used	stakeholder	input	before	
and	during	negotiations	(Canada-United	States,	2012,	September	7).	After	
a	pre-consultation	led	by	the	IJC	in	2005,	the	Governments	reviewed	the	
GLWQA	in	2006	and	began	negotiations	in	2009.		

	
Policy-making	increasingly	requires	that	governments	are	open	to	

collaboration	 and	 public	 input.	 Consultation	 is	 the	 process	 whereby	
governments	 gauge	 the	 values	 and	 opinions	 of	 non-governmental	
organizations,	citizen	groups,	and	associations	(Pal,	2014).	While	external	
actors	 are	 often	 restricted	 to	 program	 selection	 and	 implementation,	
outside	policy	players	expect	evermore	involvement	in	the	earlier	stages	
of	 the	 policy	 cycle	 (Pal,	 2014).	 Contemporary	 literature	 frequently	
describes	 the	 importance	 of	 public	 dialogue	 and	 deliberation	 in	 the	
establishment	 of	 a	 vision	 or	 direction	 (Fishkin,	 2009).	 In	 this	 light,	 the	
public	 interest	 does	 not	 merely	 arise	 out	 of	 the	 interaction	 between	
individual	citizen	choices,	organizational	procedures,	and	electoral	politics.	
Rather,	articulating	and	realizing	the	public	interest	is	one	of	the	primary	
reasons	 governments	 exist	 (Dendhardt	&	Dendhard,	 2014).	 This	 section	

																																																								
3	In	May	2000,	the	drinking	water	system	in	the	town	of	Walkerton,	Ontario	
became	contaminated	with	deadly	bacteria,	primarily	Escherichia	coli	O157:H7.1	
Seven	people	lost	their	lives,	and	more	than	2,300	became	ill	(O’Connor,	2000).	
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examines	key	policy	network	interactions	in	the	problem	definition	stage	
and	assesses	how	the	Canadian	and	US	Governments	sought	to	gauge	the	
collective	public	interest	in	the	GLWQA	update.	

	
Consultations	and	negotiations	
The	Governments	prioritized	a	pre-review	public	consultation	in	2005.	The	
IJC	conducted	this	alongside	a	22-member	Advisory	Committee	of	key	US	
and	 Canadian	 leaders	 and	 experts	 from	 across	 the	 Great	 Lakes–St.	
Lawrence	 River	 basin.	 The	 Advisory	 Committee	 represented	 NGOs,	
universities,	chambers	of	commerce	and	industry	associations	(IJC,	2006a).	
More	than	4,100	people	and	organizations	took	part	in	15	public	meetings	
and/or	 web	 dialogues.	 The	 IJC	 also	 provided	 three	 supporting	
informational	 documents,	 a	 website,	 and	 the	 opportunity	 for	 public	
comment	via	various	channels,	including	fax,	telephone,	email,	and	a	four-
day	web	dialogue	(IJC,	2006a).	In	terms	of	the	review’s	scope,	participants	
were	primarily	interested	in	the	environment,	followed	by	recreation.	Ten	
percent	 of	 participants	 cited	 commercial	 interests.	 IJC’s	 (2006a)	 report	
provides	full	details	of	the	consultation	methodology	and	results.		

	
The	 BEC-created	 Agreement	 Review	 Committee	 (ARC)	 led	 the	

formal	GLWQA	review	process	in	2006,	with	ECCC	and	the	US	EPA	as	co-
chairs.	 The	 ARC	 based	 its	 review	 on	 an	 assessment	 produced	 by	 nine	
binationally	 co-chaired	 Review	 Working	 Groups	 comprising	 350	 self-
selected	federal,	provincial,	state	and	non-government	issue	experts	and	
non-experts	(ARC,	2007;	Krantzberg,	2012).	As	part	of	the	review,	the	ARC	
held	a	two-day	independently-facilitated	public	workshop	on	governance	
and	 institutional	 arrangements	 in	 the	 Great	 Lakes	 regime	 (ARC,	 2007).	
ARC’s	(2007)	report	documents	the	results	of	this	review.		

	
In	 June	 2009,	 the	 Governments	 announced	 they	 would	 begin	

formal	 negotiations	 to	 amend	 the	 Agreement.	 During	 2010	 and	 2011,	
ECCC,	 Global	 Affairs	 Canada	 (formerly	 Foreign	 Affairs	 and	 International	
Trade	Canada),	 the	US	Department	of	State,	and	the	US	EPA	completed	
negotiations	in	four	meetings.	Additionally,	in	2010,	the	Governments	held	
binational	webinars	to	 facilitate	dialogue	between	the	agencies,	 the	 IJC,	
stakeholders,	and	the	public.	 In	2011,	 they	also	held	conference	calls	at	
the	request	of	NGOs	(Jetoo	&	Krantzberg,	2014).		

	
Gauging	the	public	interest	
The	 Governments’	 six-year	 long	 consultation	 process	 was	 both	
commendable	and	disappointing.	In	terms	of	its	positive	contribution,	the	
IJC’s	 pre-review	 consultation	 phase	 allowed	 for	 feedback	 from	 many	
individuals	through	a	variety	of	different	channels,	including	face-to-face	
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meetings.	The	Governments’	 review	process	 in	2006	and	2007	was	also	
more	 open	 than	 previous	 reviews	 (Chiblow,	 2006).	 Their	 inclusion	 of	
outside	actors	in	the	process	demonstrates	a	recognition	of	NGO	concerns	
during	a	time	when	the	notion	of	public	engagement	in	policy-making	had	
only	recently	moved	beyond	the	hypothetical	to	the	possible	(Denhardt	&	
Denhardt,	2015).		

	
Even	so,	many	environmental	NGOs	and	academics	criticized	the	

Government’s	 consultation	 efforts,	 particularly	 in	 the	 final	 years	 of	 the	
negotiations.	They	were	frustrated	that	a	draft	of	the	updated	GLWQA	was	
not	 published	 for	 public	 comment	 (CELA,	 2011).	 Literature	 on	 modern	
policy-making	 often	 argues	 that	 “real”	 engagement,	 rather	 than	
consultation,	is	required	to	build	trust	in	governments.	Real	engagement	
differs	from	consultation	in	that	it	requires	deliberative	techniques,	such	
as	 study	 circles	 and	 citizens’	 juries	 that	 allow	 citizens	 to	 contribute	 to	
decision-making	and	policy	formulation	(Pal,	2012;	Fishkin,	2009).	The	IJC’s	
pre-consultation	 process	 allowed	 the	 opportunity	 for	 citizens	 to	
collectively	 reason	 on	 the	 values	 or	 courses	 of	 action	 that	 the	
Governments	should	take.	However,	during	later	stages	of	the	process,	the	
Governments	reverted	to	the	traditional	authoritative	decision	processes	
used	 in	 the	 original	 Agreement	 and	 past	 reviews.	 Critics	 argue	 the	
Governments	 failed	 to	 engage	 in	 inclusive	 discourse	 and	 public	
engagement	 during	 the	 review	 or	 negotiation	 stages.	 They	 accuse	 the	
Governments	 of	 using	 questionable	 consultation	 methods	 on	 matters	
where	consensus	already	existed	(Krantzberg,	2007;	2012).	This	sheds	light	
on	the	types	of	tensions	that	occur	in	policy	networks	where	no	one	actor,	
including	 governments,	 should	 dominate—and	 yet	 where	 governments	
are	ultimately	accountable	 for	policy	decisions	 (Pal,	2014).	Despite	such	
tensions,	the	environmental	NGOs	and	the	IJC	played	vital	roles	in	defining	
the	problems	with	the	Agreement.	They	did	so	by	providing	expertise	and	
challenging	 the	 Governments’	 commitments	 to	 accountability	 and	
transparency.		
	
NETWORKED	POLICY-MAKING	
Forty	years	after	its	first	signing	in	1972,	Canadian	Environment	Minister,	
Peter	Kent,	and	US	EPA	Administrator,	Lisa	P.	Jackson,	signed	the	updated	
GLWQA	on	September	7,	2012.	This	final	analytical	section	examines	the	
recommendations	made	by	environmental	NGOs	(IJC,	2006a;	CELA	et	al.	
2007;	CELA,	2011),	the	IJC	(IJC,	2006b),	the	IJC’s	Science		



ISEMA:	Perspectives	on	Innovation,	Science	and	Environment	9	

Advisory	 Board4	 (SAB,	 2006),	 and	 the	ARC	 (ARC,	 2007)	 against	 the	 final	
outcome	of	the	review.	It	presents	a	brief	analysis	of	the	changes	to	the	
updated	Agreement	and	seeks	to	infer	how	the	Governments	ultimately	
articulated	the	views	of	these	policy	actors	in	their	final	decisions.	

	
Demanding	change		
The	 Great	 Lakes	 policy	 network	 recommended	 a	 number	 of	 common	
changes	to	the	GLWQA	during	the	pre-consultation	and	review	processes.	
These	 overlapping	 broad	 themes	 focused	 on	 the	 need	 to	 update	 the	
Agreement’s	 standards	 and	 deadlines.	 All	 groups	 called	 on	 the	
Governments	 to	 address	 contemporary	 issues,	 such	 as	 climate	 change,	
aquatic	invasive	species,	biodiversity,	and	urbanization.	They	also	focused	
on	 the	 need	 for	 governance	 reform,	 a	 clear	 IJC	 structure,	 greater	
accountability,	and	more	collaboration	with	stakeholders	to	reflect	the	full	
range	 of	 participants.	 The	 network	 actors	 called	 on	 Governments	 to	
establish	specific	indicators	and	timelines	for	reporting	on	progress.	They	
asked	the	Governments	to	confirm	in	the	text	of	the	Agreement	that	they	
would	provide	sufficient	funding	for	its	implementation.	

	
The	 environmental	 NGOs	 submitted	 the	 most	 specific	

recommendations	 and	 focused	 more	 on	 toxic	 pollutants	 compared	 to	
other	 actors	 (CELA	 et	 al.,	 2007;	 CELA,	 2011).	 Their	 recommendations	
largely	overlapped	with	the	SAB’s	(2006)	recommendations,	calling	on	the	
Governments	 to	 incorporate	 the	 precautionary	 principle5	 and	 adaptive	
management6	in	decision-making.	They	asked	the	Governments	to	address	
gaps	 in	 science,	 pollutant	 prevention,	 monitoring,	 surveillance,	 and	
control.	 Along	 with	 the	 IJC	 (2006b),	 they	 also	 recommended	 a	 greater	
focus	 on	 human	 health,	 an	 action	 plan	 separate	 from	 the	 GLWQA	
document,	and	changes	to	the	BEC	and	the	IJC’s	advisory	boards.	
																																																								
4	The	Science	Advisory	Board	consists	of	representatives	from	government,	
academia,	and	industrial	experts	who	advise	the	IJC	on	scientific	findings	and	
research	needs.	There	is	also	a	Water	Quality	Board	which	promotes	coordination	
among	the	different	levels	of	government.	
5	Article	II	of	the	GLWQA	defines	the	precautionary	principle	in	accordance	with	
the	precautionary	approach	set	out	in	the	Rio	Declaration	on	Environment	and	
Development:	“Where	there	are	threats	of	serious	or	irreversible	damage,	lack	of	
full	scientific	certainty	shall	not	be	used	as	a	reason	for	postponing	cost-effective	
measures	to	prevent	environmental	degradation”	(Canada-United	States,	2012).	
6	Article	II	of	the	GLWQA	provides	the	following	definition	for	adaptive	
management:	“implementing	a	systematic	process	by	which	the	Parties	assess	
effectiveness	of	actions	and	adjust	future	actions	to	achieve	the	objectives	of	this	
Agreement,	as	outcomes	and	ecosystem	processes	become	better	understood”	
(Canada-United	States,	2012).	
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Modernizing	the	Agreement	
In	 terms	 of	 its	 structure,	 the	 updated	 GLWQA	 is	 similar	 to	 previous	
versions.	Jetoo	and	Krantz	(2014)	summarize	the	main	changes.	In	terms	
of	content,	the	Governments	incorporated	all	general	recommendations	
and	many	specific	recommendations	from	environmental	NGOs	(CELA	at	
al.,	2007;	CELA,	2011)	and	the	SAB	(2006).	The	Governments	most	clearly	
adopted	recommendations	directly	relevant	to	the	text	and	scope	of	the	
Agreement	 and	 not	 its	 associated	 instruments	 and	 implementation	
strategies.	In	terms	of	accountability	and	governance	structure,	the	2012	
Agreement	provides	greater	clarity	on	the	role	of	the	IJC	and	calls	for	the	
establishment	of	a	Great	Lakes	Executive	Committee	(to	replace	the	BEC).	
This	 Committee	 is	 composed	 of	 the	 heads	 of	 federal	 departments	 and	
agencies	 and	 senior-level	 representatives	 from	 federal,	 state,	 provincial	
and	municipal	departments,	Tribes,	and	First	Nations.	While	there	is	not	a	
separate	 action	 plan	 to	 support	 the	 agreement,	 the	 new	 Executive	
Committee	should	help	deliver	Great	Lakes	programs.		

	
While	 the	 Governments	 incorporated	 the	 majority	 of	 general	

changes	 recommended	 by	 the	 policy	 network,	 they	 did	 not	 adopt	 all	
specific	 recommendations.	 The	 Governments	 did	 not	 include	 the	 St.	
Lawrence	River	downstream	of	the	international	boundary	in	the	scope	of	
the	updated	GLWQA,	as	requested	by	some	members	of	the	public	(IJC,	
2006a).	 Further,	 they	 did	 not	 follow	 the	 Commission	 and	 NGO’s	
recommendation	 that	 the	President	of	 the	United	States	and	 the	Prime	
Minister	of	Canada	sign	the	updated	Agreement	(IJC,	2006b;	CELA,	2011),	
or	 the	SAB’s	 recommendation	 for	a	single	 Integrated	Science	and	Policy	
Advisory	Board	(SAB,	2006),	among	others.		

	
Public	response	
The	Great	Lakes	policy	network	was	largely	receptive	to	the	Government’s	
changes.	Overall,	most	 agreed	 the	2012	Agreement	brought	 substantial	
advantages	 towards	 addressing	 emerging	 threats.	 They	 agreed	 on	 the	
framework	 for	 an	 improved	 governance	 structure	 and	 greater	
collaboration.	 Further,	 they	 encouraged	 new	 opportunities	 for	 the	
engagement	of	tribal	governments,	First	Nations,	municipal	governments,	
and	the	broader	public	in	the	Great	Lakes	Executive	Committee	(Jetoo	&	
Krantzberg,	 2014;	 Schatz	 &	 Morgan,	 2012).	 However,	 some	 non-
governmental	 policy	 actors	 and	 academics	 are	 disappointed	 that	 the	
Governments	 did	 not	 take	 all	 recommended	 changes	 into	 account.	 For	
example,	some	groups	were	not	satisfied	with	the	generic	text	used	in	the	
Agreement.	For	example,	critics	are	skeptical	that	additional	programs	and	
measures	 are	 required	 to	 fulfill	 the	Agreement’s	 purpose,	 including	 the	
development	of	specific	indicators	(Bruce	&	Wood,	2012).		Similarly,	others	
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are	frustrated	that	the	updated	Agreement	does	not	specify	actual	funding	
amounts	 (Schatz	 &	 Morgan,	 2012).	 Some	 groups	 reacted	 against	 the	
Government’s	 removal	 of	 two	 Annexes	 related	 to	 sediment	
contamination,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 limited	 scope	 that	 the	 Governments	
allocated	to	invasive	species	control	(Jetoo	&	Krantzberg,	2014).	Overall,	
in	spite	of	these	concerns	(and	the	flawed	consultation	process	described	
previously),	the	Governments	took	into	account	most	of	the	views	in	the	
Great	 Lakes	 policy	 network,	 with	 key	 influencers	 continuing	 to	 be	 the	
environmental	NGOs	and	the	IJC.	

	
FURTHER	RESEARCH	
Additional	research	would	strengthen	the	arguments	in	this	paper.	First,	
more	 research	 into	 the	original	GLWQA	would	 shed	 light	on	 the	 role	of	
path	dependency	in	the	adopted	changes	(Levin	et	al.,	2012;	Pralle,	2006).	
Second,	 further	 investigation	 is	 required	 to	 determine	 the	 influence	 of	
network	practice	on	the	policy	instrument	selection,	implementation	and	
evaluation	stages	of	the	policy	cycle.	This	is	of	particular	interest	in	light	of	
the	2012	Agreement’s	updated	governance	structure	and	 lack	of	 formal	
indicators.	Finally,	the	roles	of	Indigenous	and	industry	actors	in	the	2012	
update	of	 the	GLWQA,	as	well	 as	 in	 its	 implementation	and	evaluation,	
warrant	further	attention.	

	
CONCLUSION	
The	GLWQA	is	an	important	document	for	both	Canada	and	the	US.	The	
Laurentian	Great	Lakes	make	up	the	 largest	 freshwater	system	on	earth	
and	are	home	to	several	million	people.	The	Great	Lakes	supply	drinking	
water	 to	 one	 in	 every	 three	 Canadians	 and	 one	 in	 every	 10	 Americans	
(Krantzberg,	2012).	During	the	1970s	and	1980s,	the	GLWQA	proved	to	be	
successful	 in	protecting	and	restoring	their	condition.	However,	decades	
after	the	last	update	of	the	GLWQA	in	1987,	environmental	NGOs	and	the	
IJC	 acted	 on	 an	 open	 policy	 opportunity	 to	 urge	 the	 Governments	 to	
modernize	the	Agreement.	In	response,	the	Governments	held	a	six-year	
binational	review	of	the	GLWQA,	beginning	with	IJC-led	pre-consultation	
in	2006	and	ending	with	government	negotiations	 in	2010	and	2011.	 In	
2012,	 the	Governments	amended	 the	Agreement	 to	better	 identify	and	
manage	 current	 environmental	 issues	 and	 modernize	 binational	
commitments,	 marking	 a	 historic	 step	 in	 binational	 Great	 Lakes	
management.			

	
Environmental	 NGOs	 and	 the	 IJC	 played	 a	 critical	 role	 in	 the	

review	 process	 by	 providing	 expertise	 to	 the	 two	 nations’	 federal	
governments	and	holding	 them	accountable.	 They	 called	 for	 changes	 in	
light	 of	 increasing	 threats	 from	 invasive	 species,	 climate	 change,	 and	
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urbanization.	 These	 organizations	 condemned	 the	 Governments’	 poor	
governance	practices	and	slow	implementation	of	the	Agreement.	Unlike	
previous	review	attempts,	which	were	closed	to	external	network	actors,	
the	Governments	sought	public	input	into	the	review	process.	Despite	this	
advancement	 in	 binational	 policy-making,	 the	 “real”	 engagement	
practiced	in	the	IJC’s	pre-review	stage	was	not	felt	by	all	actors	within	the	
NGO	network	during	the	Governments’	review	and	negotiation	processes.	
Nevertheless,	 the	 Governments	 were	 successful	 in	 their	 attempts	 to	
address	 the	main	 concerns	 shared	 by	 key	 policy	 actors	 in	 the	 updated	
GLWQA.		

	
The	 2012	 Agreement	 is	 a	 stronger,	 more	 contemporary	

document.	 It	 calls	 for	 accelerated	 progress,	 greater	 accountability,	 and	
more	 public	 involvement	 in	 protecting	 and	 restoring	 the	waters	 of	 the	
Great	 Lakes	 basin	 ecosystem.	 The	 Agreement’s	 success	 in	 achieving	 its	
objectives	 going	 forward	 will	 depend	 on	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 two	
Governments	 to	 continue	 to	 balance	 network	 practice	 with	 traditional	
governance	 and	 accountability.	 They	 must	 persist	 in	 undertaking	 the	
networked	 policy-making	 practices	 initiated	 in	 the	 early	 stages	 of	 the	
policy	 cycle	 through	 the	 instrument	 selection,	 program	 development,	
implementation,	and	evaluation	stages.	These	processes	should	involve	a	
range	 of	 non-governmental	 representatives	 in	 decision-making	 and	
provide	an	opportunity	for	citizen	engagement	and	deliberation.	Critically,	
the	 success	 of	 the	 2012	 Agreement	 in	 sustaining	 Great	 Lakes	 health	 in	
future	decades	will	ultimately	depend	on	the	two	nations’	political	will	and	
their	ability	to	overcome	the	challenges	associated	with	the	complex	and	
overlapping	layers	of	jurisdictions	at	play.	
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INTRODUCTION	
The	National	Energy	Board	(NEB)	 is	a	quasi-judicial,	 independent	federal	
regulator	of	interprovincial	and	national	energy	projects	in	Canada.	In	the	
past	five	years,	the	NEB	has	seen	two	stark	exceptional	redesign	efforts.	
That	is,	redesigns	that	are	brought	about	external	to	an	organization	which	
carry	significant	changes.	As	such,	the	research	question	guiding	this	work	
is	 as	 follows:	 what	 key	 considerations	 underpin	 exceptional	 redesigns?	
This	paper	argues	that	authority,	legitimacy,	and	responsibility	are	three	
key	 considerations.	 These	 interconnected	 matters	 relate	 to	 whether	 a	
redesign	can	happen,	whether	a	redesign	should	happen	and	what	kind	of	
redesign	is	likely,	respectively.		

	
The	 role	of	energy	has	historically	been	 in	 the	public	eye	given	

modern	 society’s	 dependence	 on	 energy	 resources	 to	 function.	 In	
addition,	as	shown	by	the	Paris	Agreement,	the	link	between	energy	and	
the	 environment	 is	 a	 matter	 of	 increasing	 concern.	 As	 such,	 energy	
projects	 are	 becoming	 socially	 sensitive	 issues.	 This	 is	 seen	 in	 Canada	
through	anti-pipeline	protests,	the	call	for	a	national	energy	plan	and	the	
call	 for	 improved	 environmental	 assessments	 and	 public	 consultation	
processes.	 One	 of	 the	 primary	 actors	 in	 Canada	 whose	 responsibilities	
intersect	with	these	issues	is	the	National	Energy	Board.	

	
The	National	Energy	Board	(NEB)	was	established	in	1959	through	

the	National	Energy	Board	Act	(National	Energy	Board,	2016).	Their	main	
responsibilities	include	regulation	of	pipelines	and	power	lines	that	cross	
international	 and	 provincial	 borders,	 adjudicatory	 functions	 as	 a	 quasi-
judicial	 tribunal,	 and	 advising	 government	 in	 matters	 of	 energy	
information	and	markets.	They	are	accountable	to	Parliament	and	provide	
an	annual	report	through	the	Minister	of	Natural	Resources	(Government	
of	Canada,	1985).		

	
As	 political	 and	 scientific	 imaginaries	 shift	 with	 different	

governments,	so	has	the	NEB’s	role	shifted	over	time.	Historically,	the	NEB	
has	had	to	grapple	with	many	social,	political	and	economic	issues.	In	Earle	
Gray’s	account	of	 the	 first	 forty	years	of	 the	NEB,	he	 summarizes	 these	
issues	 in	 his	 prologue,	 “Forty	 Years	 of	 Energy	 Turbulence”	 (2000).	
Examples	of	some	of	the	issues	he	writes	about	include:	keeping	energy	
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resources	within	Canada,	the	emergence	of	natural	gas	as	a	viable	energy	
source,	 the	National	Energy	Program	of	1980	and	 the	Mackenzie	Valley	
pipeline	project.	The	present	research	in	this	paper	will	focus	on	the	last	
five	 years,	 2012-2017,	 which	 includes	 two	 distinct	 cases	 of	 exceptional	
policy	 redesign,	 each	 impacting	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 NEB	 in	 significant	
ways.	The	 first	 case	 that	will	be	examined	 is	 the	 redesign	 that	began	 in	
2012,	under	the	Harper	Conservative	government,	who	issued	changes	to	
the	NEB	through	two	omnibus	bills:	Bill	C-38	and	Bill	C-45.	The	second	is	
the	Trudeau	Liberal	government	redesign,	which	commenced	in	2016	and	
is	currently	ongoing.	These	two	case	studies	will	be	used	to	examine	key	
considerations	of	exceptional	redesigns.		

	
Theoretical	framework:	The	Policy	Cycle	
The	 idea	of	 the	redesign	phase	 is	best	understood	 in	 the	context	of	 the	
policy	cycle.	The	policy	cycle	is	a	tool	used	to	frame	policy	development	
and	analysis.	Although	different	versions	of	the	cycle	exist,	most	include	
the	following	components:	issue	identification/problem	definition,	action	
plan,	 implementation/enforcement,	 and	 research/audit/evaluation	
(Toner,	2017).	Furthermore,	each	component	is	connected	to	the	next	by	
an	‘arm’,	that	is,	the	process	which	brings	policy	making	from	one	stage	to	
the	 next.	 The	 goal	 of	 this	 tool	 is	 to	 provide	 an	 understanding	 of	 policy	
development	 and	 to	 improve	 policy	 making	 through	 a	 continual	
improvement	cycle.		

	
	 The	redesign	arm	connects	research/audit/evaluation	with	issue	
identification.7	 Policy	 evaluation	 is	 about	 “how	 successful	 a	 policy	 has	
been,	whether	it	met	its	objectives,	how	far	it	fell	short,	and	what	might	
be	 done	 to	 improve	 its	 impact”	 (Pal,	 2014,	 p.	 271).	 Core	 categories	 of	
evaluation	are	process,	efficiency,	and	impact.	These	look	at	the	activities	
of	the	policy,	the	costs	and	benefits	and	the	outcomes,	respectively.	The	
evaluation	phase	can	be	akin	to	an	internal	accounting	procedure	but	can	
equally	 be	 influenced	 by	 external	 factors	 such	 as	 feedback	 from	 think	
tanks,	advocacy	groups,	 international	movements	and	 the	public.	These	
often	lead	to	a	redesign	which	involves	redefining	and	re-identifying	the	
issue,	scope,	and	goals.	
	
	 Routine	 redesign	 phases	 are	 periodical,	 internal	 to	 an	
organization	and	used	to	check	the	health	of	a	policy	or	program	and	make	
adjustments	as	required.	Exceptional	redesigns	fall	outside	this	definition:	
changes	can	come	about	spontaneously,	external	to	the	organization	and	
tend	to	impose	significant	change	rather	than	minor	adjustments.	The	NEB	

																																																								
7	Refer	to	Pal,	2014	for	an	explanation	of	all	the	components	of	the	policy	cycle.	
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is	said	to	have	undergone	two	exceptional	 redesign	phases	because	the	
government	in	office	has	intervened	and	altered	the	core	functions	of	an	
independent	regulatory	body.	
	
	Independent	regulatory	bodies	
The	 NEB	 is	 an	 independent	 regulatory	 body,	 however,	 it	 reports	 to	
Parliament,	which	 implies	 that	 it	does	not	operate	 in	 isolation.	Defining	
what	this	classification	means	is	important	in	understanding	the	balance	
between	governmental	interactions	and	independence.		
	
	 The	 Institute	 of	 Governance	 released	 a	 study	 on	 regulatory	
independence	and	identified	three	key	characteristics.	They	are	as	follows:	
“a	 legally	 entrenched	 mandate,	 independence	 from	 government	 and	
industry	stakeholders,	and	adequate	resources”	(Canadian	Nuclear	Safety	
Commission,	2007,	p.	20).	To	give	a	body	authority	and	legitimacy,	a	legal	
framework	 is	 needed	 to	 define	 its	 objectives,	 its	 role,	 and	 its	 powers.	
Independence	from	government	and	stakeholders	is	necessary	to	maintain	
separation	 from	 political	 and	 industry	 interests	 which	 can	 compromise	
regulatory	functions.	As	a	best	practice	“the	regulator	should	be	separated	
from	the	government’s	general	policy	making	activities	and	from	activities	
related	 to	 promotion	 of	 the	 industry”	 (Canadian	 Nuclear	 Safety	
Commission,	2007,	p.	20).	Lastly,	a	regulatory	body	must	possess	adequate	
resources	 to	carry	out	 its	activities	and	have	autonomy	when	allocating	
budgets	(Canadian	Nuclear	Safety	Commission,	2007).		
	

Challenges	 with	 independent	 regulators	 include	 maintaining	
good	 practices	 with	 respect	 to	 staffing,	 funding,	 accountability,	 and	
stakeholder	relations.	Since	regulatory	agencies	rely	on	subject	specialists	
for	expertise,	there	can	be	a	tendency	of	common	personnel	between	a	
regulatory	body	and	a	given	industry.	This	can	lead	to	the	‘capture’	of	a	
regulator,	 or	 in	 other	 words,	 that	 a	 regulatory	 agency	 has	 lost	 its	
independence	 from	 industry.	 Equally,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 a	 regulator	 is	
captured	by	government	if	appointments,	and	thus	decision-making,	are	
partisan.	 Although	 this	 creates	 obvious	 conflicts	 of	 interest,	 it	 can	 be	
difficult	 to	 safeguard	 independence	 because	 experts	 who	 qualify	 for	
regulatory	roles	are	often	those	who	have	experience	from	industry	and	
because	government	can	possess	the	mandate	to	appoint	board	members.	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	20	

TWO	EXCEPTIONAL	REDESIGNS		
Within	 four	 years	 (2012-2016)8,	 two	major	 and	 contrasting	 exceptional	
redesigns	took	place	at	the	NEB.	Both	came	from	the	executive	branch	of	
government.	 Firstly,	 a	 brief	 background	will	 be	 provided,	 and	 then	 the	
instruments	and	processes	from	each	phase	will	be	discussed.		
	
Early	rumblings	
Shortly	after	winning	a	minority	government	in	the	2006	federal	election,	
Stephen	Harper	famously	declared	at	the	G8	summit	that	Canada	was	an	
“emerging	 energy	 superpower”	 (as	 cited	 in	 Taber,	 2006).	 From	 the	
beginning	until	the	end	of	his	service	as	Prime	Minister,	Harper	“favoured	
one	sector	of	the	economy	–	energy	–	over	others”	(Brownsey,	2013,	p.	
127).	Much	 of	 this	 can	 be	 attributed	 to	Harper’s	 political	 upbringing	 in	
Alberta	and	having	his	primary	electorate	in	Alberta,	a	place	where	there	
is	a	cultural	identity	and	economic	dependence	tied	to	resource	extraction	
(Atkins,	2008).	He	worked	hard	to	accomplish	his	agenda	and	bring	about	
change	with	vigour	reminiscent	of	the	‘West	Wants	In’	movement	of	the	
late	 1980s	 (Wood,	 2016).	 Given	 the	 NEB’s	 integral	 role	 in	 oil	 and	 gas	
resource	expansion	through	pipelines,	Harper	would	need	the	support	of	
the	NEB	in	order	to	carry	out	his	agenda.	
	
Conservative	Redesign:	Failed	subtlety		
	
Omnibus	Bills	C-38	and	C-45	
In	 2012,	 the	 (now	 majority)	 Conservative	 government	 released	 the	
omnibus	budget	bill,	Bill	C-38:	Jobs,	Growth,	and	Long-Term	Prosperity	Act.	
It	 was	 expected	 to	 implement	 measures	 from	 Budget	 2012,	 however,	
about	half	of	the	lengthy	400-page	bill	concerned	revisiting	environmental	
laws.	Elizabeth	May	remarked	that	the	report	takes	“a	sledgehammer	to	
environmental	 law	 and	 policy	 that	 have	 served	 this	 country	 well	 for	
decades”,	 that	 repealing	 the	 Canadian	 Environmental	 Assessment	 Act	
(CEAA)	was	“appalling”	and	that	the	use	of	an	omnibus	bill	to	do	so	was	
“an	affront	 to	democracy”	 (May,	2012).	An	analysis	by	 the	David	Suzuki	
Foundation	 found	 that	 Bill	 C-38	 made	 environmental	 assessments	 less	
common	 and	more	 political,	 narrowed	 the	 definition	 of	 environmental	
effects,	limited	public	participation,	imposed	time	limits	on	environmental	
assessments,	 moved	 decision-making	 power	 on	 environmental	

																																																								
8	The	Conservative	government’s	exceptional	redesign	started	in	2012	and	the	
Liberal	government’s	exceptional	redesign	started	in	2016.	However,	the	Liberal	
redesign	is	still	ongoing.	The	2012-2016	period	captures	the	starting	points	for	
both	redesigns.	Note,	this	paper	also	covers	developments	of	the	Liberal	redesign	
that	is	taking	place	in	2017.	
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assessments	 to	Cabinet,	expedited	pipeline	approvals,	 lifted	 fish	habitat	
protection,	 dropped	 greenhouse	 gas	 emission	 reduction	 targets,	
weakened	 the	 protection	 of	 species	 at	 risk,	 abolished	 the	 National	
Roundtable	 on	 Economy	 and	 Environment	 (NREE),	 and	 reduced	
government	reporting	on	environmental	management	(2012).		
	
	 A	second	omnibus	budget	bill,	the	Bill	C-45:	Jobs	and	Growth	Act,	
continued	 the	 theme	 of	 slipping	 in	 policy	 reforms	 into	 budget	matters.	
Much	of	 it	was	based	on	 the	previous	Bill	 C-38.	 The	 two	most	pressing	
issues	 from	 Bill	 C-45	were	 the	 reduction	 in	 scope	 and	 renaming	 of	 the	
Navigable	 Waters	 Protection	 Act	 to	 the	Navigation	 Protection	 Act	 and	
changes	 to	 the	 Indian	 Act	 without	 consultation	 (the	 backlash	 of	 which	
started	the	“Idle	No	More”	movement).	
	

The	use	of	omnibus	bills	to	make	sweeping	changes	to	a	host	of	
legislation	 drew	 criticism	 for	 being	 designed	 to	 circumvent	 scrutiny	 by	
parliamentary	committees.	Bill	C-38	and	Bill	C-45	made	massive	changes	
to	several	pieces	of	legislation	under	the	guise	of	budget	bills.	Motivated	
by	 Harper’s	 energy	 interests,	 the	 bills	 ultimately	 undermined	
environmental	and	Indigenous	considerations	and	reduced	the	mandates	
and	autonomy	of	the	NEB	“in	the	interests	of	‘efficiency	and	timeliness’	of	
resource	 projects”	 (Toner	 and	 McKee,	 2014).	 Omnibus	 bills	 are	 not	
necessarily	nefarious.	They	can	be	used	to	implement	changes	needed	to	
move	forward	with	other	initiatives,	but	they	can	also	be	problematic.	In	
1994,	Stephen	Harper	himself	put	it	best:		

	
First,	there	is	a	lack	of	relevancy	of	these	issues.	The	omnibus	bills	
we	have	before	us	attempt	 to	amend	several	different	existing	
laws.	 Second,	 in	 the	 interest	 of	 democracy	 I	 ask:	 How	 can	
members	 represent	 their	 constituents	 on	 these	 various	 areas	
when	they	are	forced	to	vote	in	a	block	on	such	legislation	and	on	
such	 concerns?	We	 can	 agree	with	 some	 of	 the	measures	 but	
oppose	others.	How	do	we	express	our	views	and	the	views	of	our	
constituents	when	the	matters	are	so	diverse?	(Wherry,	2012)	

	
Appointments	
Juxtaposed	 with	 weakened	 environmental	 regulations	 and	 expedited	
pipeline	approval	processes	were	questionable	appointments	made	to	the	
National	Energy	Board.	By	2015,	“half	of	the	board’s	12	members	[were]	
now	 oil	 and	 gas	 professionals,	 and	 all	 but	 one	 were	 appointed	 by	 the	
Harper	government”	 (Prystupa,	2015).	Notable	examples	of	 this	 include	
members	 Murray	 Lytle	 and	 Steven	 Kelly.	 Murray	 Lytle	 had	 been	 an	
executive	in	the	mining	industry,	worked	for	Imperial	Oil	and	is	a	former	
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Conservative	 Party	 volunteer	 and	 Steven	Kelly	was	 employed	by	 Kinder	
Morgan	 as	 a	 consultant	 directly	 before	 his	 appointment	 to	 the	 NEB	
(Prystupa,	2015;	Cattaneo,	2015).	This	conspicuous	relationship	between	
industry	 executives	 and	 the	 regulatory	 body	 governing	 the	 industry	 by	
political	appointment	is	strong	evidence	that	the	NEB	“comes	as	close	as	
possible	 to	 the	 condition	 of	 regulatory	 capture…through	 political-
industrial	collusion”	(Toner,	Cherniak	and	Force,	2015).	
	

The	exceptional	redesign	of	2012	through	the	two	omnibus	bills	
changed	the	legislative	framework	and	timelines	used	by	the	NEB	to	favour	
pipeline	approvals,	a	key	component	of	 the	Harper	energy	agenda.	This	
had	 the	 effect	 of	 streamlining	 approval	 processes	 and	 gave	 the	 federal	
cabinet	 the	right	 to	overrule	 the	NEB.	This	was	then	reinforced	through	
strategic	appointments	to	the	board	by	the	government	in	power.	In	2015,	
the	Conservative	party	 lost	 the	 federal	election,	 in	part	due	 to	Harper’s	
wedge	politics	and	the	undermining	of	environmental	legislation.	Before	
the	end	of	his	time	in	office,	Harper	made	sure	to	appoint	a	full	roster	to	
the	 NEB	 whose	 terms	 of	 service	 would	 last	 until	 all	 the	 current	 major	
pipeline	projects	are	complete.	

	
Liberal	Redesign:	The	engagement	paradigm	
	
NEB	Modernization	
Justin	Trudeau	and	the	Liberal	party’s	2015	campaign	was	based	on	‘Real	
Change’	which	advocated	for	electoral	reform,	restoring	relations	with	the	
Indigenous	Peoples	of	Canada	and	bolstering	Canada’s	role	internationally.	
Soon	after	taking	office,	the	Liberals	established	a	culture	of	engagement	
by	 publicly	 releasing	 ministerial	 mandate	 letters,	 emphasizing	 public	
participation	and	holding	First	Ministers’	meetings.	They	also	 reinstated	
energy	resources	as	an	issue	of	 ‘Sustainable	Development’	 in	 lieu	of	the	
Conservatives’	‘Responsible	Resource	Development’	approach	and	were	a	
key	player	 in	the	Paris	Agreement.	Given	this	shift	 in	energy	 ideology,	a	
NEB	redesign	was	on	the	Liberal’s	agenda	from	the	beginning.	In	addition	
to	a	different	vision	 for	 the	NEB,	a	key	 focusing	event	 that	brought	 this	
issue	to	the	forefront	was	a	whistle	blowing	incident.	
	
	 In	2011,	TransCanada	engineer	Evan	Vokes	raised	concerns	about	
inadequate	safety	procedures	to	his	employer.	When	his	employer	ignored	
him,	 he	 raised	 his	 concerns	 with	 the	 NEB	 in	 2012.	 One	 week	 after	 his	
meeting	with	the	NEB,	he	was	fired	from	TransCanada.	After	Vokes	story	
was	publicized	through	a	CBC	News	investigation,	TransCanada	“admitted	
it	 did	 not	 always	 follow	 regulation	 in	 the	 past,	 but	 said	 it	was	 industry	
standard”	(Sawa	and	Loiero,	2012).	In	2014,	the	NEB	completed	an	audit	
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of	 TransCanada	 and	 confirmed	 Vokes	 allegations	 stating	 a	 lack	 of	
compliance	regarding	“hazard	identification,	risk	assessment	and	control,	
inspection	 and	 management	 review”	 (CBC	 News,	 2014).	 The	 NEB	 had	
failed	to	enforce	pipeline	safety	procedures.	
	
	 From	2014	to	2015,	the	NEB	came	under	further	scrutiny	for	its	
processes.	 In	 2014,	 the	 Commissioner	 of	 Environment	 and	 Sustainable	
Development’s	 (CESD)	 review	 of	 the	 ‘Implementation	 of	 the	 Canadian	
Environmental	Assessment	Act	 (CEAA),	2012’	 found	 that	 the	NEB	public	
participation	guidelines	did	not	comply	with	the	2012	CEAA	(Office	of	the	
Auditor	General,	2014).	Furthermore,	in	2015,	the	CESD	issued	a	report	on	
the	‘Oversight	of	Federally	Regulated	Pipelines’	and	found	that	the	NEB	did	
not	 adequately	 track	 compliance	with	 pipeline	 approval	 conditions,	 has	
insufficient	 enforcement	 of	 processes	 regarding	 follow-up	 on	 company	
non-compliance,	has	inadequate	information	management	systems,	lacks	
public	access	to	pipeline	approval	conditions,	and	has	on-going	challenges	
regarding	 recruiting	 and	 retaining	 staff	 (Office	 of	 the	 Auditor	 General,	
2015).		
	
	 Given	 this	 mounting	 heap	 of	 issues	 within	 the	 NEB	 (not	 to	
mention	 the	 lack	of	 public	 confidence,	 lack	of	meaningful	 consultations	
with	Indigenous	communities	and	a	series	of	pipeline	protests),	one	of	the	
tasks	 outlined	 in	 the	 mandate	 letter	 given	 to	 the	 Minister	 of	 Natural	
Resources	was	to	“modernize	the	National	Energy	Board	to	ensure	that	its	
composition	 reflects	 regional	views	and	has	sufficient	expertise	 in	 fields	
such	as	environmental	science,	community	development,	and	Indigenous	
traditional	 knowledge”	 (Prime	 Minister	 Justin	 Trudeau).	 Additionally,	
cognisant	of	the	difficulty	of	removing	an	appointed	board	member	from	
the	NEB	but	aware	of	the	glaring	conflicts	of	interest,	Trudeau	issued	a	plea	
for	Conservative	appointees	to	voluntarily	step	down	from	their	positions.	
	
	 On	November	8,	2016,	the	Minister	of	Natural	Resources	Jim	Carr	
announced	 the	 creation	 of	 an	 expert	 panel	 that	 would	 be	 tasked	 with	
leading	the	NEB	Modernization	effort	(Government	of	Canada,	2017).	The	
panel	 received	briefings	 from	 the	NEB,	 Justice	Canada,	 the	Assembly	of	
First	 Nations,	 Natural	 Resources	 Canada,	 Stratos	 and	 Indigenous	 and	
Northern	Affairs	Canada.	They	then	toured	ten	cities	across	Canada	from	
January	to	March	2017,	holding	public	engagement	sessions	based	on	six	
themes:	 governance,	 mandate,	 decision-making,	 legislative	 tools,	
indigenous	engagement	and	public	participation.	These	six	themes	were	
distilled	into	12	discussion	papers	to	provide	specificity	as	to	what	is	being	
examined	as	shown	in	Table	1.	
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Table	1:	NEB	Modernization	Themes	and	Discussion	Papers	(Government	
of	Canada,	2017)	
NEB	 Modernization	
Theme	

Related	Discussion	Papers	

Governance	 • National	Energy	Board	Governance	
Mandate	 • Mandate	and	Regulatory	Framework	

• Determining	the	Canadian	Public	Interest	
• Energy	Information,	Reports,	and	Advice	

Decision-Making	 • Decision-Making	Roles	on	Projects	
• The	Hearing	Process	
• Land	Acquisition	and	Compensation	

Legislative	 Tools	 (for	
Lifecycle	Regulation)	

• Safety	and	Environmental	Protection	
• Emergency	Prevention,	Preparedness	

And	Response:	Tools	and	Requirements	
• Land	Acquisition	and	Compensation	

Indigenous	
Engagement	

• Indigenous	Engagement	and	Consultation	

Public	Participation	 • Public	participation	
• The	National	Energy	Board's	Participant	

Funding	Program	
	
To	provide	a	general	idea	of	the	approach	taken,	the	information	from	the	
expert	panel	on	governance,	mandate,	and	decision-making	is	provided	in	
Table	2.	
	

Many	of	the	listed	key	questions	illuminate	long-standing	issues	
that	have	been	raised	over	the	years.	On	the	theme	of	governance,	board	
members	have	traditionally	been	oil	and	gas	experts,	but	now	there	is	a	
push	 for	 more	 diversity	 of	 expertise,	 backgrounds,	 and	 regional	
representation.	Respondents	also	felt	that	the	NEB	move	to	Calgary	from	
Ottawa	exacerbated	the	capture	of	the	NEB	by	industry.	On	the	theme	of	
mandate,	 many	 respondents	 felt	 that	 an	 expansion	 was	 necessary	 to	
include	 sustainability	 principles	 and	 put	 public	 interest	 at	 the	 forefront	
rather	 than	 as	 an	 afterthought.	 On	 the	 theme	 of	 decision-making,	
respondents	commented	 that	decisions	should	be	made	based	on	 long-
term	energy	plans	 rather	 than	whether	 it	meets	 technical	 requirements	
and	that	timelines	for	approvals	should	be	made	scalable	with	respect	to	
the	size	of	a	project	(Government	of	Canada,	2017).	
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Table	2:	Sample	of	Modernization	Topics	and	Approach	(Government	of	
Canada,	2017)	
Governance	
	 	

Overview	
• Composition	and	expertise	of	the	NEB	
• Roles	and	responsibilities	
• Mechanisms	for	policy	direction	
Key	questions	
• What	 are	 appropriate	 requirements	 for	 Board	

Members	 (particularly	 regarding	 composition,	
expertise,	 regional	representation,	and	 Indigenous	
representation)?	

• Where	should	NEB	Board	Members	be	located	and	
why?	

• Where	should	the	NEB	be	located	and	why?	
• What	are	your	views	with	respect	to	the	Chair	of	the	

Board	also	being	the	NEB’s	CEO?	
• How	should	the	Government	of	Canada	provide	the	

NEB	with	policy	direction?	
• What	NEB	decisions,	recommendations	or	functions	

should	 be	 delegated	 to	 Board	Members?	 To	 NEB	
staff?	

Mandate	
	

Overview	
• Defining	the	public	interest	
• Energy	information	and	analysis	
• Potential	 expansion	 of	 the	NEB	mandate	 to	 other	

aspects	of	energy	regulation	
Key	questions	
• What	does	 the	 ‘Canadian	public	 interest’	mean	 to	

you?	
• What	energy	 information	are	you	most	 interested	

in?	
• Are	 there	 emerging	 areas	 for	 which	 the	 NEB’s	

mandate	should	be	expanded?	If	so,	what	are	they?	
Decision-
Making	
	

Overview	
• Roles	of	 the	NEB,	Minister,	 and	Cabinet	 regarding	

projects,	licensing,	and	compensation	disputes	
Key	questions		
• What	principles	should	determine	who	should	make	

the	final	decisions	for	pipeline	projects,	power	line	
projects	and	import	and	export	licenses?	

• What	are	your	views	with	 regard	 to	 the	 legislated	
timelines	for	project	reviews?	
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The	expert	panel	will	consolidate	and	analyze	the	comments	and	

then	submit	a	report	with	findings,	conclusions	and	recommendations	to	
the	Minister	of	Natural	Resources	before	May	15,	2017.	After	receiving	the	
report,	the	Minister	of	Natural	Resources	will	identify	steps	to	modernize	
the	NEB.		

	
In	summary,	observing	the	array	of	issues	that	faced	the	NEB	and	

the	 incongruity	 of	 the	 previous	 government’s	 approach	 to	 energy	 with	
sustainable	development,	the	Liberals	issued	an	explicit	signal	to	the	public	
that	change	was	coming	by	including	NEB	modernization	as	a	salient	item	
in	 the	Minister	of	Natural	Resource’s	mandate	 letter.	As	 seen	 in	 the	 six	
modernization	 themes	 and	 12	 discussion	 papers,	 the	 content	 being	
discussed	is	extensive.	Should	even	small	adjustments	in	each	area	come	
about,	the	NEB	would	have	a	very	different	look	and	orientation.	Creating	
an	 expert	 panel	 reduced	 the	 politicization	 of	 the	 issue	 and	 public	
consultation	 sessions	 across	 the	 country	 further	 solidified	 the	 Trudeau	
engagement	paradigm.	This	explicit,	engagement-centred	redesign	 from	
the	 current	 government	 is	 completely	 opposite	 to	 the	 restricted,	
executive-order	redesign	from	the	previous	government.		
	
DISCUSSION	AND	ANALYSIS	
The	first	observation	is	the	high	level	of	variation	that	exceptional	redesign	
phases	can	take.	Although	the	Conservative	government	never	explicitly	
mentioned	areas	 they	wanted	 to	change	within	 the	NEB,	 their	omnibus	
bills	 implicated	 changes	 in	 governance,	 mandate,	 and	 decision-making.	
Their	 appointments	 of	 questionable	 board	 members	 had	 an	 effect	 on	
governance,	 their	 streamlined	 approval	 process,	 and	 reduced	
environmental	legislation	tainted	the	ability	of	the	NEB	to	be	independent	
and	the	ability	for	cabinet	to	overrule	NEB	decisions	changed	the	decision-
making	process.	Slipping	in	a	series	of	legislative	reforms	in	budget	bills	to	
avoid	scrutiny	by	parliamentary	committees	is	indicative	of	the	low	level	
of	 interest	 the	 Conservatives	 had	 in	 holding	 discussions	 and	 coming	 to	
mutual	 agreements.	 The	 reduced	 engagement	 and	 fewer	 regulations	
meant	that	energy	projects	could	move	ahead	faster	and	with	less	scrutiny.	
In	 contrast,	 the	 Liberals	 held	 public	 engagement	 sessions	 across	 the	
country	 on	 the	 most	 salient	 issues	 facing	 the	 NEB.	 They	 did	 this	 by	
establishing	an	expert	panel	to	de-escalate	the	politicization	of	the	issue	
and	also	reframed	energy	as	a	sustainable	development	issue	instead	of	a	
resource	development	one.		
	
	 The	second	observation	is	the	sequence	of	events.	It	is	interesting	
to	note	that	during	the	Conservative	era,	the	internal	erosion	of	the	NEB	
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was	 already	 taking	 place.	 Vokes’s	 whistle	 blowing	 incident	 happened	
around	the	same	time	the	omnibus	bills	were	being	tabled	and	in	2014,	
the	CESD	found	that	the	NEB	fell	short	of	compliance	to	the	revised	CEAA	
from	Bill	C-38.	In	addition,	many	questioned	Harper’s	last-ditch	efforts	to	
stack	the	NEB	with	a	number	of	 federal	appointees.	His	overt	top-down	
approach	and	silencing	of	opponents	contributed	to	his	eventual	demise.	
Thus,	when	the	Liberals	announced	an	engagement	oriented	redesign	of	
the	NEB,	they	faced	little	resistance.	As	the	Liberal’s	modernization	effort	
is	still	underway,	the	success	of	this	redesign	remains	to	be	seen.		
	

Exceptional	 redesigns	 are,	 by	 definition,	 atypical	 occurrences.	
When	 investigating	 how,	 when	 and	 why	 these	 occur,	 two	 questions	
emerge:	Who	holds	the	power	to	initiate	such	redesigns?	And	why	does	a	
given	 policy	 merit	 change?	 The	 first	 question	 leads	 to	 the	 other,	 is	 it	
sufficient	 to	hold	 the	authority	 to	action	change	or	are	 there	additional	
variables	to	factor	in?	With	respect	to	the	second	question,	what	are	the	
goals	 and	 values	 of	 the	 body	 in	 power?	 These	 key	 considerations	 to	
exceptional	redesigns	lend	themselves	to	matters	of	authority,	legitimacy,	
and	responsibility.	

	
Authority:	Can	you	do	it?	
Holding	 the	authority	 to	bring	about	 change	 is	 a	prerequisite	 for	 lawful	
exceptional	 redesign.	 Both	 the	 Conservatives	 and	 Liberals	 had	 the	
authority	to	enact	redesigns	in	their	respective	ways.	In	fact,	as	the	elected	
governments	in	office,	they	are	the	only	ones	that	have	the	set	of	powers	
for	 such	actions.9	 	Omnibus	bills	can	 be	useful	 tools	as	a	multi-pronged	
approach	 to	 meet	 budgetary	 goals.	 Cabinet	 Ministers	 can	 initiate	
comprehensive	nationwide	consultations	that	lead	to	changes	in	reporting	
agencies.	Although	both	governments	had	the	authority	to	move	forward	
with	 these	exceptional	 redesigns,	both	pursued	different	approaches	 to	
the	redesign	process	that	can	be	further	analyzed	through	legitimacy	and	
responsibility.				
	
Legitimacy:	Should	you	do	it?	
Legitimacy	 differs	 from	 authority	 as	 it	 is	 concerned	 with	 whether	 the	
executive	has	sufficient	policy	and	political	rationale	for	their	decision	and	
whether	 these	 actions	 are	 principled.	 Naturally,	 this	 is	more	 subjective	
than	authority.	The	Conservative’s	use	of	omnibus	budget	bills	 to	enact	
extensive	legislative	reforms	was	seen	by	many	as	illegitimate	and	even	as	
an	 abuse	 of	 power.	 Although	 they	 had	 the	 authority	 to	 do	 so,	

																																																								
9	Note	that	both	redesigns	occurred	under	majority	governments.	
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parliamentary	traditions	and	critical	circumvention	made	this	move	quite	
unsavoury.	 Appointments	 of	 questionable	 board	 members	 by	 the	
Conservative	 government	 is	 another	 example	 of	 the	 government	
exercising	 their	 authority	 but	 omitting	 legitimacy	 considerations.	 In	 this	
instance,	 the	 appointments	 led	 to	 the	political	 capture	of	 the	 regulator	
(Toner,	Cherniak	and	Force,	2015).	The	Liberal	modernization	effort	was	
accepted	as	legitimate	given	the	list	of	issues	that	needed	to	be	addressed	
and	because	it	was	engagement-focused	and	transparent.	Critics	and	the	
public	 could	 voice	 their	 concerns	 without	 fear	 of	 being	 reprimanded.	
Although	not	void	of	criticism,	the	expert	panel	appointed	by	the	Minister	
of	Natural	Resources	is	generally	viewed	as	legitimate	and	non-partisan.		
	
	 Matters	 of	 legitimacy	 are	 subjective	 and	 shaped	 by	 public	
perception	and	norms	as	well	as	the	media.	News	media	is	able	to	frame	
and	 propagate	 issues,	 giving	 impressions	 of	 legitimacy	 or	 illegitimacy.	
Although	legitimacy	is	not	a	prerequisite	for	exceptional	redesign,	it	does	
contribute	 to	 the	 staying	 power	 of	 a	 redesign.	 To	 this	 point,	 the	 NEB	
Modernization	review	has	the	potential	to	change	much	of	the	omnibus	
bill	reforms	and	is	taking	place	only	a	few	years	later.	
	
Responsibility:	Why	are	you	doing	it?	
As	shown	in	the	policy	cycle,	redesign	phases	typically	take	place	after	an	
evaluation	and	lead	back	into	issue	identification.	These	two	exceptional	
redesigns	from	two	different	governments	reflect	two	different	problem	
statements.		
	
	 The	Conservative’s	redefined	the	issue	of	energy	from	a	matter	of	
‘sustainable	development’	to	one	of	‘responsible	resource	development.’	
This	shift	 in	perspective	implies	an	emphasis	on	resource	extraction	and	
commercialization.	The	Conservative	government	felt	responsible	to	their	
primary	 electorate	 in	 the	West	 and	 saw	 an	 opportunity	 for	 Canada	 to	
contend	 with	 other	 oil	 rich	 nations	 for	 energy	 supremacy.	 They	 took	
measures	 to	 minimize	 parliamentary	 debate	 and	 dismissed	 opposition	
from	the	public	and	non-governmental	organizations	(NGO).	That	is,	they	
did	 not	 fulfill	 their	 responsibility	 to	 listen	 to	 the	House	of	 Commons	or	
critics.	 Minimizing	 environmental	 assessments	 and	 consultations	 with	
Indigenous	 communities,	 they	 did	 not	 feel	 responsible	 for	 these	 areas	
either.	 Finally,	 they	 did	 not	 feel	 responsible	 for	 the	 compromised	
legitimacy	of	the	NEB,	making	a	number	of	political	appointments	in	their	
dying	 days	 in	 government.	 So	 then,	 can	 one	 put	 all	 the	 blame	 on	 the	
Conservative	 government	 and	 vindicate	 the	NEB,	 given	 the	NEB	 had	 to	
comply	with	the	omnibus	measures?	Not	entirely.	The	NEB	failed	to	carry	
out	adequate	safety	inspections	as	shown	by	the	whistle	blowing	incident	
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before	 the	 Conservative’s	 changes	were	 implemented.	 In	 addition,	 two	
audits	 from	 the	 CESD	 showed	 that	 they	 failed	 to	 hold	 adequate	 public	
consultations,	 track	 compliance	 and	 provide	 public	 information	 on	
pipeline	approval	processes.	When	questioned	about	matters	of	climate	
change	and	pollution,	the	NEB	often	defends	their	decision-making	by	self-
identifying	as	an	implementation	arm	and	not	a	policy	arm.	In	other	words,	
from	their	current	mandate,	it	is	not	their	responsibility.	
	
	 The	 Liberals	 returned	 energy	 to	 the	 context	 of	 sustainable	
development.	Understanding	the	reduced	appetite	and	market	for	oil	and	
the	 pollution	 associated	 with	 fossil	 fuels,	 the	 three-pronged	 economic,	
environmental	 and	 social	 approach	 of	 sustainable	 development	 was	
adopted	once	again.	With	respect	to	the	social	dimension,	the	Liberals	felt	
responsible	to	answer	to	and	engage	with	more	Canadians	on	matters	of	
energy	and	reflected	this	in	their	modernization	process.	They	also	sought	
to	mend	 relations	with	 Indigenous	 communities	 and	 re-establish	 public	
confidence.	 With	 respect	 to	 the	 environmental	 dimension,	 they	
introduced	national	 carbon	pricing	 and	prioritized	 sound	environmental	
assessments.	With	respect	to	the	economic	dimension,	they	still	supported	
the	 Kinder	Morgan	 and	 Keystone	 XL	 pipelines,	 but	 are	 also	 investing	 in	
clean	technologies.		
	
	 Responsibility	is	a	matter	of	ideology.	What	are	you	responsible	
for?	 To	 whom	 are	 you	 responsible?	 And	 equally,	 what	 is	 not	 your	
responsibility?	It	is	important	to	note	that	this	matter	is	not	a	closed	loop.	
Convictions	 of	 responsibility	 can	 be	 influenced	 and	 changed	 by	
international	politics,	public	pressure	and	even	technology.	Nevertheless,	
it	provides	insight	 into	why	certain	types	of	exceptional	redesign	phases	
take	place.	
	
CONCLUSION	
The	two	exceptional	redesigns	of	the	National	Energy	Board	from	2012-
2017	were	compared	and	used	to	provide	insight	into	the	question:	what	
key	considerations	underpin	exceptional	redesigns?	Firstly,	one	needs	to	
consider	 authority.	 Both	 the	Conservative	 and	 Liberal	 governments	had	
the	authority	to	bring	about	their	respective	redesigns.	The	next	item	to	
consider	is	legitimacy.	The	Conservatives	brought	about	changes	in	largely	
perceived	illegitimate	means	by	inserting	a	series	of	legislative	reforms	in	
omnibus	 budget	 bills	 and	 making	 appointments	 that	 compromised	 the	
independence	 of	 the	 NEB.	 Thus	 far,	 the	 Liberal’s	 modernization	 effort,	
through	public	engagement	and	a	sustainable	development	approach,	 is	
perceived	as	legitimate.	Legitimacy	is	not	a	prerequisite	for	redesign	but	is	
found	to	have	an	 impact	on	the	staying	power	of	a	redesign.	Lastly,	 the	
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question	and	 interpretation	of	responsibility	needs	to	be	examined.	The	
Liberals	and	Conservatives	held	a	very	different	sense	of	responsibility	that	
led	 to	 very	 different	 redesigns.	 The	 Conservative’s	 focus	 on	 resource	
development	and	style	of	wedge	politics	attempted	to	streamline	pipeline	
approvals	 and	 silence	 opponents.	 The	 Liberal’s	 focus	 on	 sustainable	
development	and	style	of	engagement	politics	is	attempting	to	re-establish	
the	 balance	 between	 economic,	 environmental,	 and	 social	 factors	 and	
include	meaningful	public	participation.	Combining	authority,	legitimacy,	
and	 responsibility,	 one	 can	 see	 that	 both	 governments	were	 presented	
with	 a	 policy	 window	 to	 bring	 about	 change	 and	 both	 took	 their	
opportunities	 to	 do	 so.	 It	 is	 important	 to	 remember	 that	 the	 NEB	 and	
energy	projects	 in	general	have	historically	been	contentious.	Given	the	
decreasing	market	 for	 fossil	 fuels	and	evolving	views	on	energy	and	the	
environment,	 it	will	be	interesting	to	see	the	future	role	of	the	NEB	and	
the	extent	to	which	the	current	NEB	modernization	redesign	will	address	
these	issues.	
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“It	will	take	nothing	less	than	an	energy	revolution	for	the	world	to	meet	
the	energy	challenges	of	the	21st	century.”	–	International	Energy	Agency,	
2010.	
	
INTRODUCTION	
On	 October	 5th,	 2016,	 Canada’s	 Parliament	 voted	 to	 ratify	 the	 Paris	
climate	 accord,	 an	 international	 agreement	 under	 the	 United	 Nations	
Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC).	On	November	4th,	
the	Paris	Agreement	came	into	force,	and	by	December	9th,	all	but	two	
Canadian	 provinces	 and	 territories	 signed	 onto	 the	 Pan-Canadian	
Framework	 on	 Clean	 Growth	 and	 Climate	 Change	 (Pan-Canadian	
Framework,	2016).	A	central	component	of	Canada’s	participation	in	the	
Paris	 Agreement	 was	 a	 commitment	 to	 significantly	 expand	 public	
investment	 in	climate-related	research	and	development	(R&D)	by	2020	
(Pan-Canadian	Framework,	2016).	Increasing	R&D	expenditures	reflects	a	
growing	global	consensus	that	technological	innovation	will	be	central	for	
nations	 to	 reach	 their	 intended	 nationally	 determined	 contributions	
(INDC).	Under	the	Paris	Agreement,	Canada	committed	to	reducing	annual	
CO2	 emissions	 to	 524	megatonnes	 (Mt)	 by	 2030.	 This	 represents	 a	 30	
percent	 reduction	 from	 2005	 levels.	 However,	 as	 of	 2014,	 Canada’s	
predicted	emissions	for	2030	are	291	Mt	in	excess	of	the	2030	Paris	targets.	
This	 indicates	 that	 on	 its	 current	 trajectory,	 Canada	 will	 miss	 its	 2030	
targets	 by	 55	 percent	 (Bak,	 2016).	 The	 goal	 of	 the	 Pan-Canadian	
Framework	on	Clean	Growth	and	Climate	Change	is	to	reverse	this	trend	
and	 help	 Canada	 reach	 its	 INDC.	 Before	 ratifying	 the	 Paris	 Agreement,	
Canadian	 federal	 and	 provincial	 leaders	 met	 to	 begin	 the	 process	 of	
translating	 Canada’s	 Paris	 commitments	 into	 plans.	 This	 resulted	 in	 the	
Vancouver	Declaration,	and	ultimately,	the	Pan-Canadian	Framework.	The	
foundation	 for	 the	declaration	process	 took	 the	 form	of	 formal	 federal-
provincial/territorial	consultations	structured	around	four	working	groups:	
Carbon	Pricing	Mechanisms;	Specific	Mitigation	Opportunities;	Adaptation	
and	 Climate	 Resilience;	 and	 Clean	 Technology	 Innovation	 and	 Jobs	
(Vancouver	Declaration,	2016).	

	
The	Working	 Group	 on	 Clean	 Technology	 Innovation	 and	 Jobs	

provided	 a	 report	 with	 options	 on	 how	 to	 stimulate	 economic	 growth,	
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create	jobs	and	drive	innovation.	The	report	conducted	consultations	with	
over	 800	 firms	 and	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 Canadian	 clean	 technology	
(cleantech)	 sector.	 These	 companies	 could	 be	 viewed	 as	 “clean”	
technology	companies,	providing	solutions	to	reduce	the	use	of	fossil	fuels	
through	 alternative	 forms	 of	 electricity	 generation,	 energy	 efficiency,	
conversion	 of	 carbon	 into	 value-added	 products,	 etc.	 (Vancouver	
Declaration,	 2016,	 p.6).	 	 The	 findings	 of	 the	working	 group	 reveal	 that	
Canadian	 firms	 in	 the	 cleantech	 sector	 face	 significant	 challenges,	 and	
while	access	to	capital	presents	a	foremost	concern	for	many	stakeholders,	
regulatory	 uncertainty	 also	 impedes	 their	 growth	 as	 it	 fosters	 market	
volatility,	 thereby	 making	 access	 to	 capital	 even	 more	 challenging	
(Vancouver	Declaration,	2016,	p.34).		These	financial	barriers,	exacerbated	
by	 a	 patchwork	 of	 provincial/federal	 regulatory	 frameworks,	 impose	
unnecessary	constraints	on	Canada’s	burgeoning	cleantech	industry.	This	
is	deeply	problematic,	both	economically	as	a	missed	opportunity,	but	also	
considering	 the	overwhelming	data	 in	 support	of	growing	climatological	
dangers.	 In	an	attempt	 to	quantify	 this	dire	 technological	necessity,	 the	
Breakthrough	 Energy	 Coalition	 (BEC)	 created	 an	 instructive	
equation.	 	 Resembling	 another	 well-known	 climate	 equation	 called	 the	
Kaya	 Identity	 (IPCC,	 2015),	 the	 BEC’s	 equation	 considers	 total	 carbon	
dioxide	emissions	as	the	product	of	the	factors	P	(population),	S	(services	
consumed	per	person),	E	(the	energy	used	to	supply	those	services),	and	C	
(the	amount	of	carbon	emitted	per	unit	of	energy).	According	to	Bill	Gates,	
Chairman	of	 the	Coalition,	 if	 total	 carbon	emissions	are	 to	be	 zero,	and	
assuming	P,	S,	and	E	are	either	going	to	increase	or	remain	static,	then	C	
must	be	zero.	Ultimately,	according	to	the	Coalition’s	thesis,	 for	C	to	be	
zero,	humankind	 is	going	to	require	the	rapid	development	of	paradigm	
shifting	technologies	(MIT,	2016).	As	a	signatory	of	Mission	Innovation,	the	
parent	initiative	from	which	the	Breakthrough	Energy	Coalition	emerged	
during	the	Paris	accord,	the	Canadian	government	has	indicated	that	clean	
technology	 is	a	preeminent	priority	for	the	current	government.	To	that	
end,	 it	 will	 be	 argued	 that	 there	 are	 many	 avenues	 that	 the	 Canadian	
government	 could	 pursue	 to	 better	 support	 the	 cleantech	 industry	 in	
Canada.	

	
To	 begin,	 the	 contextual	 importance	 of	 this	 discussion	 will	 be	

considered	by	outlining	the	environmental	and	social	utility	of	encouraging	
clean	 technological	 innovation.	 Second,	 the	 economic	 opportunity	 the	
global	cleantech	industry	presents	to	Canada	and	the	potential	for	Canada	
to	develop	a	comparative	advantage	in	this	space	will	be	discussed.	Third,	
the	 industry’s	two	primary	challenges,	structural	regulatory	barriers	and	
access	 to	 effective	 capital,	 will	 be	 evaluated.	 Finally,	 the	 essay	 will	
conclude	 by	 discussing	 the	 2017	 federal	 budget	 and	 assess	whether	 its	
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clean	 technology	 provisions	 adequately	 support	 Canada’s	 domestic	
industry.		

	
CONTEXT:	ENVIRONMENTAL	AND	SOCIAL	UTILITY		
The	effects	of	 climate	 change	 continue	 to	worsen.	 Sea	 levels	 are	 rising,	
snow	cover	 is	declining,	precipitation	patterns	are	shifting,	and	extreme	
weather	events	are	occurring	more	frequently	as	greenhouse	gas	(GHG)	
emissions	 continue	 to	 increase.	 As	 a	 result,	 Canada	 is	 expected	 to	
experience	 greater	 swings	 in	 temperature	 and	 precipitation,	more	 heat	
waves,	 flooding,	 and	 coastal	 erosion	 due	 to	 storm	 surges	 (IPCC,	 2015).	
Climate	 change	 also	 has	 significant	 implications	 for	 economies	 and	
communities,	 posing	 risks	 to	 human	 health,	 food,	 energy	 security,	 and	
affecting	infrastructure	and	the	sustainability	of	natural	resource	sectors.	
Moreover,	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	(IPCC)	reports	
that	 without	 additional	 efforts	 to	 reduce	 GHG	 emissions,	 global	
temperatures	by	the	end	of	the	century	could	reach	catastrophic	 levels,	
rising	by	as	much	as	3.7°C	to	4.8°C	higher	than	pre-industrial	levels	(IPCC,	
2015).		In	response	to	this	daunting	challenge,	how	best	to	address	climate	
change	has	become	a	highly-contested	debate.	Regardless	of	how	global	
action	 on	 climate	 change	 and	 its	 effects	 manifest	 in	 the	 future,	 it	 is	
undeniable	 that	 achieving	 the	 GHG	 emissions	 cuts	 necessary	 to	 limit	
temperature	 increases	 will,	 in	 part,	 depend	 on	 the	 development	 and	
adoption	of	innovative	clean	technologies.		

	
Clean	technologies	represent	one	of	the	most	significant	tools	in	

the	battle	to	address	global	climate	change,	and	yet,	at	a	domestic	level,	
innovation	 in	 this	 space	 also	 serves	 another	 important	 utility;	 driving	
economic	growth.	Innovation	is	a	fundamental	part	of	a	knowledge-based	
economy	since	it	is,	directly	or	indirectly,	a	key	driver	of	labor	productivity	
growth	and	thus	an	important	source	of	national	prosperity.	The	question	
of	how	to	drive	economic	growth	 in	a	post-industrial	age	has	become	a	
preeminent	 concern	 for	 many	 developed	 nations,	 and	 Canada	 is	 no	
exception.	 The	 importance	 of	 reorienting	 towards	 a	 more	 knowledge-
based	 economy	 is	 perhaps	 especially	 important	 for	 Canada.	 Canada’s	
historic	 reliance	 on	 natural	 resource	 extraction	 has	 become	 highly	
precarious	as	key	drivers	underpinning	capital	allocation	and	the	operating	
characteristics	of	many	commodity	markets,	particularly	the	global	oil	and	
gas	 industry,	 continue	 to	 change	 in	 an	 environment	 of	 economic	
uncertainty.	While	the	wholesale	transition	to	a	low-carbon	economy	will	
not	be	an	overnight	affair,	and	fossil	fuels	will	undoubtedly	play	a	major	
role	in	the	lives	of	Canadians	for	decades	to	come,	economic	diversification	
beyond	the	so-called	‘staples	economy’	has	arguably	become	more	urgent	
than	ever.	
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ECONOMIC	OPPORTUNITY	AND	CANADIAN	RESEARCH	EXCELLENCE	
The	global	clean	technology	market	is	forecasted	to	represent	a	$2	trillion-
dollar	industry	by	2020,	and	the	Canadian	cleantech	industry	now	has	over	
800	 firms	 operating	 in	 ten	 sectors	 in	 every	 region	 of	 Canada	 (Analytica	
Advisors,	 2016).	 	 In	 2014,	 the	 Canadian	 cleantech	 industry	 recorded	 an	
estimated	 $11.63	 billion	 in	 revenue	 and	 directly	 employed	 55,600	
Canadians	(Analytica	Advisors,	2016).	While	Canada	has	historically	been	
considered	a	price	taker	in	the	technological	arena,	the	global	cleantech	
industry	 represents	 a	 space	 in	 which	 Canada	 appears	 to	 have	 an	
intellectual	 advantage.	 In	 fact,	 it	 has	 been	 noted	 that	 “Canada’s	 skilled	
workforce,	innovation	clusters,	research	excellence	and	stable	investment	
climate	make	it	an	ideal	growth	environment	for	cleantech	firms”	(Action	
Canada,	 2012).	 Furthermore,	 a	 recent	 report	 released	 by	 Sustainable	
Development	Technology	Canada	(SDTC),	called	into	question	the	notion	
of	 limited	 Canadian	 business	 ingenuity,	 instead	 implicating	 structural	
barriers	 and	 market	 disincentives	 as	 the	 explanation	 for	 constrained	
Canadian	innovation	(2016).	Moreover,	if	one	uses	the	OECD	metric	of	the	
number	of	scientific	research	publications	as	a	measure	of	innovation,	and	
thus	as	an	indicator	of	a	country’s	capacity	for	technological	growth,	over	
the	 2000-2016	 period,	 Canadian	 cleantech	 related	 research	 has	 been	
exceptionally	 strong.	 In	 fact,	 the	 number	 of	 Canadian	 scientific	
publications	 in	 cleantech	 amounted	 to	 15%	of	US	publications	over	 the	
same	period.		This	indicates	that	Canadians	punch	above	their	weight	class,	
relatively	 speaking,	 as	 the	 quantity	 of	 fundamental	 (novel)	 cleantech	
research	produced	by	Canadians	is	1.5	times	greater	than	that	of	their	US	
counterparts	 based	 on	 the	 size	 of	 relative	 economies	 and	 populations	
(SDTC,	2016,	p.4).		

	
Nevertheless,	 while	 novel	 research	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 Canadian	

strength,	Canadian	firms	fall	short	of	their	OECD	peers,	such	as	those	 in	
the	 US,	 in	 cleantech	 venture	 capital	 (VC)	 funding	 and	 overall	 debt	
financing.	Relative	to	the	size	of	economies,	the	number	of	VC	investment	
rounds	(funding	periods)	 in	Canadian	cleantech	has	been	comparable	to	
that	of	the	US	(9.8%),	but	the	relative	size	of	capital	invested	per	round	is	
56%	and,	consequently,	the	total	invested	has	been	about	half	of	what	it	
should	be	on	a	per	capita	basis	(5.5%).	Likewise,	debt	raised	by	Canadian	
cleantech	companies	as	a	percentage	of	the	US	appears	to	be	very	similar	
to	the	VC	situation:	the	number	of	rounds	(8.0%)	is	slightly	below	expected	
on	a	per	capita	basis,	while	the	average	round	size	is	significantly	smaller	
in	Canada	(65%).	Accordingly,	the	total	amount	of	debt	raised	is	about	half	
of	what	it	is	in	the	US	(5.2%)	(SDTC,	2016,	p.26).	The	implications	of	these	
market	 conditions	 appear	 to	 be	 that,	 while	 Canadians	 are	 strong	 in	
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producing	 cleantech	 research,	 as	measured	 by	 the	 number	 of	 research	
publications	 on	 a	 per	 capita	 basis,	 there	 exists	 a	 significant	 gap	 in	
translating	 Canadian	 fundamental	 research	 and	 innovation	 into	 viable	
companies	that	can	secure	funding	and	commercialize	their	research.		

	
These	conditions	are	further	evidenced	by	the	Global	Cleantech	

Innovation	 Index	 (Table	 1),	 wherein,	 Canada	 ranks	 among	 the	 world	
leaders	for	general	innovation	drivers	and	emerging	cleantech	innovation	
but	falls	well	below	a	leading	position	in	commercialized	innovation	and	
cleantech-focused	drivers	(Cleantech	Group,	2014).		

	
Table	1.	Canada’s	Cleantech	Innovation	Performance	(Cleantech	Group,	
2014)	
Factors	 Canada’s	rank	(out	of	

40	countries)	
First	place	
country	

General	innovation	drivers	 3rd	 Sweden	

Cleantech	specific	
innovation	drivers	

18th	 Denmark	

Emerging	cleantech	
innovation	

10th		 Israel	

Commercialized	cleantech	
innovation	

14th	 Denmark	

	
As	one	analyzes	the	data	it	becomes	clear	that	Canada	has	very	

strong	 general	 innovation	 inputs	 but	 appears	 to	 lack	 the	 necessary	
regulatory	and	financial	frameworks	to	reconcile	the	gap	between	novel	
cleantech	 innovation	 and	 commercial	 success.	 As	 such,	 the	 proceeding	
sections	 of	 this	 paper	 will	 explore	 these	 two	 key	 barriers,	 structural	
(regulatory)	and	financial,	 in	an	attempt	to	 illuminate	potential	avenues	
for	 federal	 support,	 and	 ultimately,	 to	 discuss	 whether	 the	 cleantech	
provisions	outlined	in	Budget	2017	are	adequate	for	the	task.		
	
REGULATORY	CHALLENGES	
Industry	 specific	 regulatory	 intervention	 can	 occur	 for	 several	 reasons.	
One	 reason	 is	 that	 governments	 offer	 support	 for	 “public	 interest	
technologies”	or	socially	beneficial	industries	when	market	failures	result	
in	 underinvestment	 by	 the	 private	 sector	 (De	Martino,	 2003).	 Another	
reason	is	the	calcified	nature	of	specific	industries,	which,	in	the	absence	
of	government	intervention	can	result	in	suboptimal	levels	of	R&D	and	a	
dearth	 of	 socially	 beneficial	 competition.	 With	 respect	 to	 Canadian	
cleantech,	following	a	decade	of	Conservative	 leadership	under	Stephen	



	40	

Harper,	Canada’s	established	approach	to	supporting	the	clean	technology	
industry	has	been	one	based	largely	upon	convenience	(emphasis	on	large	
hydrological	resources)	and	a	focus	on	the	sustainability	of	the	domestic	
fossil	fuel	industry.	In	this	respect,	Canada’s	historic	posture	towards	clean	
technologies	and	the	transition	to	a	low	carbon	economy	was	captured	in	
a	 report	by	 Sustainable	Prosperity	 (2014),	which	outlined	Canadian	and	
international	approaches	to	clean	technology	as	falling	into	one	of	three	
groups:	

	
Go	fast	—	betting	on	a	faster-than-expected	shift	to	a	low-carbon	
economy	(e.g.	Norway,	South	Korea,	Germany	and	Denmark).		
	
Go	 slow	 —	 betting	 on	 a	 slower	 emergence	 of	 a	 low-carbon	
economy,	 and	 a	 reluctance	 to	 impose	 additional	 costs	 on	
domestic	 industries/consumers	 to	 address	 a	 global	 problem	
(climate	change)	(e.g.	Canada,	United	States).	
	
Go	smart	—	assuming	that	a	 low-carbon	transition	will	happen	
but	 traditional	 sectors	 will	 remain	 important	 for	 many	 years;	
therefore,	 hedging	 their	 bets	 by	 taking	 modest,	 cost	 effective	
steps	to	foster	low-carbon	options	(e.g.	Australia,	parts	of	Europe	
and	China).	
	
Canada’s	historic	“go	slow”	approach,	characterized	in	large	part	

by	its	deference	to	US	environmental	policy,	while	significantly	improved	
following	a	change	in	federal	leadership,	has	nevertheless	put	Canada	at	
risk	of	being	left	dangerously	behind	the	curve	on	environmental	matters.	
This	 risk	 is	 particularly	 acute	 in	 the	 cleantech	 sector,	 as	 Canadian	 firms	
compete	in	a	competitive,	export-driven	marketplace	which,	unlike	other	
Canadian	industries,	lacks	a	comprehensive	set	of	policies	and	regulatory	
programs	 to	 encourage	 domestic	 market	 deployment	 and	 export	
development.	 As	 a	 result,	 Canada	 risks	 losing	 global	 market	 share	
(Analytica	 Advisors,	 2016).	 	 According	 to	 industry	 stakeholders	 (Pan-
Canadian	Framework,	2016;	Pembina,	2013),	the	two	primary	regulatory	
impediments	 to	 growing	 global	 market	 share	 are	 the	 absence	 of	 a	
coherent,	 national	 approach	 for	 clean	 technology	 support,	 and	 the	
artificial	advantage	offered	to	 fossil	 fuel-based	energy	through	unpriced	
environmental	externalities.	
	
National	Policy	Framework	on	Clean	Technology	
Canada	 made	 significant	 progress	 in	 support	 of	 clean	 technology	
internationally	 during	 the	 Paris	 Accord,	 and	 domestically	 with	 the	 Pan-
Canadian	Framework.	Even	so,	there	is	not	yet	a	consensus	on	how	best	to	
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actually	reach	Canada’s	INDC’s	or	even	how	best	to	implement	the	Pan-
Canadian	 Framework	 and	 its	 recommendations.	 This	 poses	 a	 significant	
problem	because	in	the	absence	of	swift	policy	reform,	Canadian	firms	will	
continue	to	remain	handicapped	as	they	compete	internationally.		

	
While	 the	 Pan-Canadian	 Framework	 portends	 a	 change,	 in	 the	

past,	 regulatory	 support	 for	 Canada’s	 clean	 technology	 sector	 has	been	
scattered	across	the	country,	meaning	that	all	levels	of	government	have	
had	to	work	to	fill	 in	the	gaps	to	support	the	sector.	The	Mowat	Centre	
(2012)	noted	that	governments	in	Canada	have	relied	on	a	mix	of	short-
term	and	overlapping	“boutique”	energy	and	environmental	research	and	
development	programs	to	support	the	cleantech	industry.	Moreover,	past	
federal	policy	initiatives	have	had	a	mediocre	track	record	when	assessed	
on	 measurable	 outputs,	 such	 as	 Canada’s	 adoption	 rates	 of	 clean	
technologies	when	compared	to	OECD	peers,	or	its	poor	performance	in	
translating	novel	R&D	into	new	technologies	(Mowat,	2012).	To	be	clear,	
Canadian	 governmental	 support	 for	 R&D	 is	 admirable,	 and	 as	 noted	
earlier,	it	puts	the	quantity	of	Canadian	research	filings	ahead	of	American	
filings	 on	 a	 per	 capita	 basis.	 However,	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 a	 coordinated	
national	policy	and	the	financial	support	it	would	produce,	excessive	R&D	
spending	 without	 the	 attendant	 frameworks	 to	 promote	 scale	 and	
commercialization	 are	 relatively	 low	 impact	 and	 run	 the	 risk	 of	
perpetuating	a	cycle	of	talent	attrition.		

	
As	 more	 R&D	 is	 invested	 in	 an	 industry,	 promising	 companies	

without	 solid	 domestic	 bases	 or	 business	 prospects	 will	 be	 sold	 or	
aggressively	acquired.	This	concept	is	better	known	as	“brain	drain”	and	
has	become	a	perennial	Canadian	problem.	Wherein,	 talented	Canadian	
individuals	or	high	growth	firms	are	incubated	in	Canada,	due	in	large	part	
to	 Canada’s	 robust	 educational	 and	 research	 institutions,	 only	 to	 be	
acquired,	and	often	relocated,	to	the	United	States	or	elsewhere.									

									
Accountability	 for	 lackluster	 regulatory	 support	 for	 Canada’s	

cleantech	industry	can,	in	part,	be	explained	by	ineffective	federal	policy,	
as	 noted	 above.	 However,	 regulatory	 advocacy	 has	 been	 similarly	
frustrated	 by	 jurisdictional	 complexities	 associated	 with	 Canadian	
federalism.	 While	 the	 Canadian	 federal	 government	 is	 charged	 with	
establishing	 Canada’s	 macro	 vision	 (e.g.	 transition	 to	 a	 low	 carbon	
economy)	 and	 acts	 as	 signatory	 to	 international	 agreements	 (e.g.	 Paris	
Accord),	consequential	policies,	such	as	those	related	to	natural	resource	
extraction,	building	codes	 (energy	efficiency	standards),	or	clean	energy	
incentive	frameworks	(feed-in	tariffs,	renewable	portfolio	standards),	are	
largely	made	 at	 the	 provincial	 level.	 In	 fact,	 with	 respect	 to	 renewable	
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energy,	Tom	Heintzman,	CEO	of	Bullfrog	Power,	noted	how	“that’s	one	of	
the	complications	with	renewable	power	—	we	really	do	have	10	if	not	13	
different	 regimes”	 (Pembina,	 2013,	 p.30).	 Accordingly,	 effective	
implementation	 of	 the	 Pan-Canadian	 Framework,	 which	 endeavors	 to	
bring	these	disparate	regulatory	approaches	into	harmony	across	Canada,	
at	both	a	federal	and	provincial	level,	represents	a	truly	paradigm	shifting	
policy	 development	 and	 a	 welcome	 development	 for	 Canadian	 clean	
technology	firms.	
	
Carbon	Pricing	and	the	Internalization	of	Negative	Externalities	
The	 importance	 of	 harmonizing	 policy	 in	 support	 of	 Canada’s	 clean	
technology	sector	cannot	be	overstated,	yet,	the	federal	government	has	
another	instrument	at	its	disposal	that	it	can	leverage	to	create	demand	
for	 clean	 technologies,	 that	 being,	 mandating	 the	 pricing	 of	 negative	
externalities	 (i.e.	 carbon	 pricing).	 Conventional	 energy	 generation	
technologies	 (and	 associated	 sub-sectors)	 currently	 benefit	 from	 more	
than	 a	 century	 of	 incumbency	 and	 policies	 that	 have	 driven	 their	 costs	
downward	 while	 being	 supported	 by	 infrastructure,	 market	 rules,	 and	
favorable	 tax	 treatment	 predisposing	markets	 in	 their	 favor	 (Jenkins	 &	
Mansur,	2011).	As	such,	in	tandem	with	a	dire	need	for	policy	coherence,	
the	second	structural	challenge	Canadian	cleantech	firms	face	is	that	they	
operate	 in	a	global	market	that	favors	 incumbent	firms	and	one	that,	at	
present,	does	not	adequately	monetize	the	value	of	GHG	reductions	and	
other	forms	of	pollution	reduction.	Discussions	which	focus	on	improving	
industry	 specific	 market	 conditions	 will	 reliably	 be	 met	 with	 concerns	
about	 free	market	 intervention	 and	 governments	 picking	 “winners	 and	
losers.”	 However,	 a	 distinction	 must	 be	 made	 between	 supporting	
emergent,	 socially	 beneficial	 technologies	 so	 that	 they	 can	 compete	
effectively	in	a	calcified	marketplace,	and	using	the	power	of	government	
to	 favor	 one	 set	 of	 established	 companies	 over	 another	 in	 providing	 a	
similar	service.		

	
Implementing	a	price	on	carbon	 is	widely	 recognized	as	one	of	

most	effective	means	of	correcting	market	 failures	as	 they	relate	to	the	
environment	(Canada’s	Ecofiscal	Commission,	2017).	Fortunately,	to	that	
end,	a	nation-wide	price	on	carbon	is	being	implemented	in	2018	and	will	
escalate	in	price	to	$50/tCO2e	by	2022.	However,	according	to	economist	
Marc	 Jaccard,	 $50/tCO2e	 will	 be	 far	 too	 low	 to	 stimulate	 the	 level	 of	
investment	 or	 transformative	 consumer	 behavior	 required	 to	 reach	
Canada’s	 commitments	 under	 the	 Paris	 Agreement.	 Jaccard	 identifies	 a	
price	of	$160/tCO2e	as	being	reflective	of	 the	true	societal	cost	of	GHG	
emissions	 (2016).	 Nevertheless,	 the	 federal	 government	 did	 commit	 to	
reassessing	the	pricing	scheme	again	 in	2022,	and	did	not	eliminate	the	
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possibility	of	 raising	 the	price.	While	 the	 challenges	posed	by	 imperfect	
current	 regulation	 may	 seem	 daunting	 on	 their	 own,	 these	 structural	
impediments	 only	 serve	 to	 exacerbate	 what	 industry	 stakeholders	
highlight	as	their	most	critical	barrier	in	Canada,	that	being,	accessing	the	
financial	capital	they	need	to	grow.	
	
FINANCIAL	CHALLENGES	
Despite	 the	 transition	 to	 a	 low	 carbon	 economy	 presenting	 one	 of	 the	
greatest	 wealth	 creation	 opportunities	 of	 all	 time	 (Doerr,	 2007),	
conventional	private	financial	markets	have	proven	inadequate	to	support	
the	Canadian	cleantech	 industry.	This	market	deficiency	can,	 in	part,	be	
attributed	 to	 the	 regulatory	 uncertainties	 discussed	 above.	 However,	
similarly	 problematic	 is	 that	 very	 few	 private	 lenders	 have	 the	 risk	
underwriting	 experience	 needed	 to	 assess	 complex	 clean	 technology	
projects	(Marcus,	2013).	Moreover,	for	the	few	cleantech	companies	that	
do	 make	 it	 to	 the	 commercialization	 phase,	 most	 large	 scale	 private	
lenders,	pension	funds	for	example,	often	have	a	lower	limit	of	$250	-	500	
million	for	investment,	whereas	most	cleantech	firms	may	only	require	$10	
-	100	million	in	debt	(Bak,	2016).	Prevailing	levels	of	inaction	on	behalf	of	
mainstream	 financial	 institutions,	 along	 with	 the	 high	 risks	 inherent	 in	
investing	in	a	burgeoning	industry,	has	lead	venture	capital	(VC)	to	become	
the	foremost	source	of	private	financing	for	the	clean	technology	industry	
(Varun,	Funkhouser,	Udwin	and	Livingston,	2015).		

	
While	 tremendous	 work	 is	 being	 done	 in	 support	 of	 Canadian	

cleantech	by	the	venture	capital	community,	VC	has	largely	failed	as	the	
primary	 source	of	 cleantech	 funding.	 In	 discussing	 the	often-intractable	
nature	 of	 securing	 finance	 as	 a	 clean	 technology	 company	 in	 Canada,	
industry	stakeholders	interviewed	by	the	Pembina	Institute	expressed	that	
one	of	the	primary	reasons	for	their	difficulty	 in	accessing	capital	 is	that	
clean	 technology	 falls	 into	 a	 “hole”	 between	 traditional	 asset	 classes	
(2013).	They	have	a	venture	capital	risk	profile	but	require	infrastructure-
type	capital	(i.e.	debt	financing),	meaning	they	are	both	high	risk	and	have	
high	 capital	 requirements	 (Pembina,	 2013,	 p.3).	 Considering	 this,	 the	
ensuing	section	will	outline	why	the	unique	market	dynamics	of	this	asset	
class	 have	 made	 it	 historically	 challenging	 for	 both	 conventional	 debt	
arrangements	and	venture	capital	 to	 finance.	Ultimately,	 this	discussion	
will	 conclude	 with	 an	 examination	 of	 the	 federal	 government’s	 role	 in	
correcting	 these	 market	 failures	 through	 targeted	 funding	 to	 address	
specific	 points	 within	 the	 sectors	 innovation	 cycle	 and	 by	 creating	
conditions	 conducive	 to	 engaging	 broader	 financial	 markets	 with	 the	
industry.		
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The	Clean	Technology	Innovation	Cycle		
As	 a	 result	 of	 clean	 technologies’	 risk	 profile	 and	 capital	 requirements,	
private	sector	financing	has	typically	been	inadequate	to	bring	new	clean	
technologies	 from	 early-stage	 laboratory	 research	 to	 proof-of-concept	
prototype,	 and	 eventually	 on	 to	 the	 full	 commercial	 scale	 (Jenkins	 &	
Mansur,	2011).	This	has	 led	 to	 the	 recognition	of	 two	market	gaps	 that	
have	killed	off	many	promising	new	clean	technologies	before	they	could	
be	fully	realized.	These	gaps	are	known	as	the	early-stage	“technological	
valley	of	death”	and	the	 later-stage	“commercialization	valley	of	death”	
(Jenkins	 &	 Mansur,	 2011,	 p.3).	 Both	 market	 gaps	 manifest	 for	 distinct	
reasons,	and	as	such,	require	distinct	remedies.	However,	to	understand	
these	gaps,	and	ultimately	the	role	for	government	in	traversing	them,	one	
must	understand	the	clean	technology	innovation	cycle	(Figure	1).		
	
Figure	1.	The	Clean	Technology	 Innovation	Cycle	 (Jenkins	and	Mansur,	
2011)	

	
	

As	 identified	 in	 Figure	 1,	 the	 first	 step	 in	 the	 clean	 technology	
innovation	 cycle	 is	 R&D.	While	 Canada	 is	 one	 of	 the	 top	 research	 and	
development	funders	in	the	world	(measured	as	R&D	spending	as	a	share	
of	GDP	among	IEA	peers),	Canadian	funding,	albeit	large	in	quantity,	tends	
to	 be	 short	 term	 and	 thinly	 distributed	 across	 multiple,	 uncoordinated	
programs	 (Pembina,	 2013).	 Nevertheless,	 following	 a	 successful	 R&D	
process,	 for	a	cleantech	 firm	to	 take	a	new	technology	 from	concept	 to	
reality,	 both	 “valleys	 of	 death”	must	 be	 crossed	 to	 achieve	 commercial	
success.	 The	 following	 section	 will	 explain	 why	 this	 second	
“commercialization	valley	of	death”	presents	a	uniquely	challenging	hurdle	
for	Canadian	clean	technologies	companies.		

	
				The	 first,	 “technological	 valley	 of	 death”	 involves	 developing	 a	

product	and	proving	market	viability.	Canada	has	largely	been	successful	
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at	promoting	this	initial	phase	of	the	innovation	cycle	through	its	generous,	
albeit,	 uncoordinated	 R&D	 funding.	 However,	 the	 second,	
“commercialization	valley	of	death,”	involving	the	acquisition	of	capital	to	
fund	 demonstration	 or	 first-of-a-kind	 commercial-scale	 projects	 or	
manufacturing	 facilities,	 has	 proven	 far	more	 problematic	 for	 Canadian	
firms	(Jenkins	and	Mansur,	2011,	p.12).		

	
The	 second,	 “commercialization	 valley”	 is	 where	 the	 Canadian	

cleantech	 industry	 struggles	 predominantly.	 According	 to	 Analytica	
Advisors	(2016),	80	percent	of	Canadian	cleantech	companies	are	at	the	
initial	 scale-up	 stage	 or	 later,	 when	 access	 to	 debt	 and	 project	 finance	
becomes	most	critical.	Both	of	these	“valleys”	could	be	made	significantly	
less	 treacherous	 if	 governments	 helped	 underwrite	 risk.	 According	 to	
Jenkins	and	Mansur,	“valleys	of	death”	arise	from	“a	perception	of	risk	and	
a	 scarcity	 of	 appropriately	matched	 risk	 capital	 in	 the	 clean	 technology	
market”	(2011).	Admittedly,	acquiring	capital	to	translate	novel	research	
into	 commercial	 success	 is	 a	 pressing	 concern	 within	 every	 industry,	
however,	the	cleantech	innovation	cycle	appears	to	uniquely	disadvantage	
clean	technology	companies	in	securing	suitable	finance.	In	fact,	relative	
to	 other	 sectors	 —	 such	 as	 pharmaceuticals	 or	 software	 —	 clean	
technology	 firms	 contend	 with	 industry	 specific	 market	 dynamics	 that	
make	 it	 particularly	 ill-suited	 for	 conventional	 financing.	 According	 to	
Ghosh	&	Nanda	(2010),	these	industry	specific	barriers	include:	

	
• Clean	tech	companies	are	typically	highly	illiquid,	tying	up	capital	

for	 much	 longer	 than	 the	 3-5	 or	 even	 10-year	 time	 horizon	
preferred	by	private	lenders.	

• They	 are	 very	 capital	 intensive	 and	 expensive	 to	 scale,	 often	
requiring	millions	 of	 dollars	 to	 build	 factories,	 even	 while	 the	
fundamental	technology	is	still	being	developed.	

• There	 is	very	 little	 room	for	error	within	 this	 industry,	as	 these	
companies	 compete	 in	 commodity	 markets	 with	 razor-thin	
margins—against	cheap	silicon	solar	panels	or	abundant	oil	and	
gas	for	example—making	it	difficult	to	invest	in	continued	R&D	
while	also	operating	a	lean,	efficient	business	model.	

• The	likely	acquirers	of	these	firms	—	utilities	or	industrial	firms	—	
are	unlikely	to	acquire	risky	start-ups	and	are	averse	to	paying	a	
premium	 for	 future	 growth	 prospects	 amidst	 regulatory	 and	
market	uncertainty.	
	
As	a	result	of	these	market	conditions,	many	cleantech	investors	

have	experienced	either	negative	returns	on	their	capital,	rates	of	return	
below	normal	market	threshold,	or	rates	of	return	above	normal	market	
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threshold,	but	below	 the	 required	premium	 for	 such	high	 risk	borne	by	
investors	(Bak,	2016).	 	Take	the	United	States	as	an	example,	US	private	
capital	(primarily	VC)	spent	over	$25	billion	funding	clean	technology	firms	
between	2006	to	2011,	and	lost	over	half	their	money	(Gaddy,	Sivaram	and	
O’Sullivan,	2016,	p.9).	 	As	a	 result,	and	with	Canadian	and	 international	
investors	learning	from	America’s	experience,	in	subsequent	years’	private	
equity	markets	have	withdrawn	significantly	from	many	areas	of	cleantech	
investing,	with	 remaining	capital	 in	 the	sector	having	been	shifted	 from	
hardware	 and	 materials	 to	 more	 commercially	 marketable	 software	
technologies	 (Gaddy	 et	 al.,	 2016,	 p.9).	 There	 are	 many	 possible	
explanations	 for	 why	 the	 overwhelming	 majority	 of	 cleantech	 startups	
have	 failed	 and	 private	 capital	 has	 pivoted	within	 the	 sector.	 Changing	
economic	 conditions	 likely	played	a	 role,	 including	 the	 financial	 crisis	 in	
2008,	 the	decline	 in	oil	 and	natural	gas	prices,	and	a	glut	 in	 solar	panel	
manufacturing	capacity	in	China	that	caused	the	price	of	panels	to	plunge	
in	recent	years.	However,	considering	high	levels	of	investment	in	mature	
clean	technologies	such	as	solar	or	wind,	and	that	parallel	investments	in	
other	industries	such	as	healthcare	and	software	all	performed	relatively	
well	 over	 the	 same	 period	 (2006-2011),	many	 scholars	 have	 implicated	
industry	specific	dynamics	within	the	cleantech	innovation	cycle	as	being	
the	root	cause	of	suboptimal	levels	of	investment	(Marcus,	2013;	Jenkins	
and	Mansur,	2011;	Gaddy	et	al.,	2016).	

	
It	is	evident	that	the	traditional	VC	investment	model,	predicated	

on	 high	 risk	 -	 high	 (short	 term)	 returns,	 and	 private	 lenders,	 who	 lack	
cleantech	valuation	expertise	and	proper	market	incentives,	have	proven	
largely	inadequate	as	the	primary	financing	mechanism	for	the	Canadian	
clean	 technology	 industry.	 The	 current	 financial	 gap	 experienced	 by	
Canadian	cleantech	firms	can,	in	part,	be	attributed	to	a	lack	of	regulatory	
coherence,	 as	 investors	 are	 often	 hesitant	 to	 invest	 in	 an	 uncertain	
regulatory	 environment.	 Similarly,	 dynamics	 within	 the	 industry’s	
innovation	cycle,	 its	 capital	 intensity,	 long	 investment	horizons,	and	 the	
historic	 incumbency	 within	 many	 cleantech-focused	 sectors	 (energy,	
natural	 resources,	 etc.),	 provide	 minimal	 incentives	 for	 adaptation	 and	
improvement,	and	as	 such,	minimal	 incentives	 for	 supporting	disruptive	
new	firms.	Accordingly,	having	delineated	the	various	problems	that	the	
Canadian	 clean	 technology	 industry	 faces,	 both	 structural	 and	 fiscal,	 it	
becomes	pertinent	to	discuss	potential	avenues	for	governmental	support.	
As	a	result	of	the	contemporary	political	significance	of	clean	technology	
for	Canada’s	current	federal	government,	and	the	rapidly	evolving	nature	
of	 their	 policy	 prescriptions	 to	 support	 the	 transition	 to	 a	 low-carbon	
economy,	it	is	both	topical	and	highly	salient	to	focus	not	merely	on	policy	
speculation,	 but	 instead	 to	 evaluate	 the	 relevant	 merits	 of	 the	
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government’s	 most	 recent,	 and	 robust,	 policy	 directive	 in	 support	 of	
Canadian	clean	technology,	Budget	2017.	
	
BUDGET	2017	
On	March	22,	2017,	Canadian	Finance	Minister	Bill	Morneau	released	the	
federal	government’s	budget.		This	budget	was	the	Liberal’s	second	since	
sweeping	to	power	at	the	end	of	2015,	and	the	first	budget	to	be	released	
during	 the	Donald	 Trump	presidency.	Naturally,	 uncertainty	 around	 the	
United	 States’	 on-going	 environmental	 policy	 position	 has	 created	
tremendous	uncertainty	about	whether	Canada	should	continue	to	pursue	
its	Paris	commitments	 in	absence	of	cooperation	with	 its	 largest	trading	
partner.	 Nevertheless,	 with	 the	 release	 of	 its	 budget,	 the	 federal	
government	appeared	to	send	a	message	that	 regardless	of	geopolitical	
concerns,	 Canada	 is	 willing	 to	 continue	 pursuing	 its	 transition	 to	 a	 low	
carbon	 economy.	 According	 to	 Claire	 Demerse	 of	 Clean	 Energy	 Canada	
“the	most	important	test	for	this	budget	was	whether	Canada	would	stick	
to	its	guns,	or	whether	Trump’s	influence	would	spur	a	change	in	course”	
(Clean	 Energy	 Canada,	 2017).	 The	 final	 section	 of	 this	 paper	 will	 be	
dedicated	to	answering	whether	Budget	2017	does	in	fact	pass	this	test.	In	
proceeding	 in	 this	evaluation,	 it	presents	as	beneficial	 to	delineate,	and	
separately	 analyze,	 both	 the	 macroeconomic	 (structural/regulatory)	
measures	associated	with	the	establishment	of	a	national	policy	approach	
to	cleantech,	as	well	as	the	microeconomic	(capital/investment)	measures	
targeted	 at	 addressing	 concerns	 related	 to	 effective	 investment	 and	
engaging	broader	capital	markets.		
	
Macroeconomic	Measures	–	Demand	Pull	
Throughout	 this	 discourse,	 and	 the	 stakeholder	 consultations	 that	
informed	 its	 conclusions,	 a	 reoccurring	 theme	 was	 the	 lack	 of	 unitary	
national	 vision	 on	 cleantech,	 and	 the	 importance	 of	 decisive	 action	 on	
pricing	 carbon	 (Analytica	 Advisors,	 2016;	 Pembina,	 2013).	 Addressing	
these	structural	concerns	are	of	great	importance	for	creating	“demand-
pull”	for	clean	technologies.	The	concept	of	demand-pull	 is	premised	on	
the	 notion	 that	 specific	 policies	 (i.e.	 carbon	 pricing)	 will	 pull	 in	 new	
investment	for	clean	technologies	as	investors	respond	to	market	signals.	
In	a	similar	fashion,	the	creation	of	a	coherent	national	policy	approach	to	
clean	 technology	 would	 produce,	 amongst	 other	 things,	 a	 more	 stable	
investment	 climate.	 Fortunately,	 one	 of	 the	 fundamental	 tenets	 of	 the	
Pan-Canadian	 Framework	 (pending	 its	 implementation)	 is	 to	 address	
concerns	related	to	regulatory	uncertainty	by	bringing	provincially	distinct	
environmental	and	economic	policies	into	harmony.	To	that	end,	Budget	
2017	 seeks	 to	 provide	 $650	 million	 over	 five	 years	 in	 new	 funding	 to	
support	 the	 Pan-Canadian	 Framework	 (Government	 of	 Canada,	 2017,	
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p.126).	 	Much	of	 that	money	will	be	allocated	to	building	climate	policy	
capacity	 and	 to	 develop	 new	 regulations,	 especially	 related	 to	 energy	
efficiency	in	the	transportation	and	buildings	sectors.		

	
With	respect	to	carbon	pricing,	as	noted,	the	federal	government	

announced	a	national	price	on	carbon	last	year	which	is	due	to	come	into	
effect	 in	 January	 2018.	 Budget	 2017	 reaffirmed	 the	 governments'	
commitment	to	do	so	but	included	few	details	on	the	pricing	scheme	itself.	
However,	 a	 consultation	 paper	 is	 set	 to	 be	 released	 in	 spring	 2017	
containing	 a	 technical	 outline	 of	 the	 government’s	 carbon	 pricing	
proposal.	 Furthermore,	 while	 Budget	 2017	 acknowledged	 Canada’s	
international	commitment	to	phase	out	“inefficient”	fossil	fuel	subsidies,	
the	budget	did	extend	the	Mineral	Exploration	Tax	Credit	for	another	year	
(Government	of	Canada,	2017,	p.93).	Although	the	cost	of	the	credit	is	only	
$30	million,	this	tax	break	directly	subsidizes	the	expansion	of	the	tar	sands	
and	other	fossil	fuel	projects.		

	
Despite	this	minor	provision,	Budget	2017	does	outline	a	number	

of	 substantive	 steps	 towards	 increasing	 “demand-pull”	 for	 cleantech	 in	
Canada,	primarily	through	the	unification	of	disparate	provincial	incentive	
frameworks	 via	 the	 Pan-Canadian	 Framework	 and	 by	 reaffirming	 the	
government’s	 commitment	 to	 pricing	 carbon.	 As	 noted	 throughout	 this	
paper,	certain	dynamics	within	the	cleantech	innovation	cycle	make	clean	
technology	 companies	 largely	 not	 amenable	 to	 exclusive	 reliance	 on	
private	lenders	to	raise	capital,	and	as	such,	governmental	support	would	
be	prudent.	Fortunately,	Budget	2017	included	several	targeted	financial	
measures.		These	measures	can	be	viewed	as	“supply	push”	measures,	as	
they	 provide	 greater	 access	 to	 growth	 capital	 and	 the	 capacity	 to	
commercialize.		
	
Microeconomic	Measures	–	Supply	Push		
Supply-push	 measures	 operate	 on	 the	 assumption	 that	 the	 technology	
development	 process	 is	 unpredictable	 and	 long,	 and	 therefore	 market	
forces	 alone	 cannot	 be	 relied	 upon	 for	 certain	 industries.	 Supply	 push	
dynamics	 are	 frequently	 proposed	 by	 governments	 to	 address	 specific	
policy	objectives	(i.e.	climate	change).	Whereas	demand-pull	measures	are	
focused	on	indirectly	supporting	economic	objectives	by	improving	market	
conditions,	 supply	 push	measures	 are	more	 targeted	 in	 nature.	 Budget	
2017	 appears	 to	 address	 clean	 technology	 specific	 supply	 concerns	 in	
several	ways.	

	
First,	to	the	important	task	of	underwriting	risk	by	addressing	the	

early	 stage	 technological	 “valley	of	death,”	 the	budget	proposes	money	
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over	 a	 period	 of	 11	 years	 for	 a	 number	 of	 early	 stage	 environmental	
initiatives,	 including,	$100	million	 to	 support	 smart	grid,	energy	 storage	
and	cleantech	demonstration	projects.	Furthermore,	$200	million	will	be	
allocated	 towards	 the	 deployment	 of	 emerging	 renewable	 energy	
technologies	 nearing	 commercialization	 and	 $220	 million	 to	 reduce	
remote	communities’	reliance	on	diesel	fuel	in	favor	of	more	sustainable	
power	sources.	(Government	of	Canada,	2017,	p.124).		In	recognizing	the	
difficulty	 clean	 technology	 companies	 face	 in	 securing	 the	 necessary	
project	 finance	 to	 deploy	 early	 stage	 demonstrations,	 the	 government	
allocated	 $400	 million	 over	 five	 years	 to	 replenish	 Sustainable	
Development	Technology	Canada’s	SD	Tech	Fund.	Accordingly,	with	funds	
leveraged	from	the	private	sector,	and	depending	on	proposals	received,	
the	 government	 predicts	 that	 the	 $400	 million	 SDTC	 investment	 alone	
could	 inject	 around	 $1.5	 billion	 of	 follow	 on	 capital	 into	 Canada’s	
innovation	market	 (Government	of	Canada,	 2017,	p.98).	 	 To	access	 this	
fund,	 members	 of	 the	 private	 sector	 must	 first	 submit	 proposals	 that	
outline	 the	 expected	 environmental	 benefits	 of	 their	 project	 (e.g.	
reduction	in	GHG	emissions),	and	the	proposed	approach	for	risk	sharing	
between	SDTC	and	its	consortium	partners.	

	
Second,	 in	addressing	concerns	related	to	that	crucial	cohort	of	

Canadian	cleantech	firms	which	are	at	the	initial	scale-up	phase	or	later,	
Budget	2017	makes	a	variety	of	commitments.	The	budget	proposes	$1.4	
billion	 over	 three	 years	 in	 project	 finance	 support	 for	 the	 Business	
Development	 Bank	 of	 Canada	 (BDC)	 and	 Export	 Development	 Canada	
(EDC),	which	will	help	cleantech	businesses	access	the	type	of	affordable	
capital	they	need	to	grow	and	get	their	product	to	market.	This	effort	will	
include	$380	million	over	three	years	to	support	equity	financing	to	help	
clean	technology	firms	scale	up,	along	with	an	additional	$570	million	to	
provide	working	capital	for	cleantech	companies	(Government	of	Canada,	
2017,	p.98).	Moreover,	the	Government	announced	a	$50	million	strategic	
procurement	program	called	Innovative	Solutions	Canada,	which	although	
small	 in	comparative	funding	size,	stands	to	have	an	outsized	impact	on	
Canadian	 cleantech	 companies.	 Modeled	 after	 the	 U.S.	 Small	 Business	
Innovation	 Research	 program,	 the	 Canadian	 iteration	 seeks	 to	 support	
small	 cleantech	 businesses	 looking	 to	 acquire	 their	 first	 contract,	 thus	
providing	 them	 with	 valuable	 sales	 experiences	 they	 can	 leverage	 into	
acquiring	new	business.	Ultimately,	the	emphasis	on	risk	sharing	outlined	
in	Budget	2017	is	commendable,	as	the	role	of	governmental	support	for	
clean	 technology	 in	 Canada	 should	 not	 be	 to	 single-handedly	 drive	
industrial	growth	but	to	provide	a	more	conducive	financial	and	regulatory	
environment	for	private	capital	to	step	in.		
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Finally,	 guided	 by	 our	 discussion	 of	 Canada’s	 lackluster	
conversion	 rate	 of	 scientific	 research	 into	 commercially	 viable	
technologies,	 one	 would	 rightly	 infer	 that	 existing	 governmental	 R&D	
expenditure	 could	 be	 further	 optimized	 through	 more	 targeted,	 high	
impact	 expenditures,	 such	 as	 regional	 innovation	 hubs	 or	 cleantech	
incubators/accelerators.	 Indeed,	 research	 suggests	 that	 geographic	
distance	has	a	significant	impact	on	knowledge	spillovers—the	shorter	the	
distance,	the	bigger	the	spillover	(Fischer,	Scherngell	and	Resiman,	2009).	
In	 their	 study	 of	 this	 phenomenon,	 Jaffe,	 Trajtenberg	 and	 Henderson	
(1993)	found	that	patents	that	refer	to	other	patents	in	the	same	field	are	
up	to	three	times	more	likely	to	come	from	the	same	geographical	area,	
and	up	to	six	times	more	likely	to	come	from	the	same	metropolitan	area.	
These	 studies	 appear	 to	 vindicate	 what	 anecdotal	 evidence	 of	 the	
Canadian	technology	ecosystem	already	suggests,	that	most	commercially	
viable	 innovations	 develop	 in	 certain	 regions	 that	 have	 developed	 a	
competitive	advantage	through	cooperative	knowledge	and	talent	sharing	
(e.g.	Kitchener-Waterloo	high-tech	corridor).	To	that	end,	building	on	the	
$800	million	ear-marked	in	Budget	2016	for	incubators	and	accelerators,	
Budget	 2017	 proposes	 $950	 million	 towards	 a	 ‘supercluster’	 growth	
strategy	 specifically	 designed	 to	 create	 regional	 business	 hubs	 for	 key	
industries.	Importantly,	Budget	2017	identified	cleantech	as	a	priority	area	
and	explicitly	outlined	clean	technology	and	clean	resources	as	two	of	the	
six	 focal	 points	 for	 new	 economic	 strategy	 tables.	 Finally,	 Budget	 2017	
commits	the	government	to	reviewing	“dozens”	of	 innovation	programs	
situated	across	many	departments	to	see	how	they	might	be	consolidated	
and	 simplified	 (Government	of	Canada,	2017,	p.100).	 Lastly,	 in	order	 to	
streamline	 their	 functions,	and	conceivably	 increase	R&D	efficiency,	 the	
government	proposed	creating	the	Innovation	in	Canada	platform,	which	
will	identify	challenges	and	bottlenecks	to	innovation	and	lay	out	specific	
strategies	to	help	entrepreneurs	achieve	their	goals.	
	
Budget	2017	Analysis	and	Conclusion	
It	was	quoted	at	the	outset	of	this	paper	that	it	will	take	nothing	less	than	
“an	energy	revolution”	for	the	world	to	meet	the	energy	challenges	of	the	
21st	 century	 (IEA,	2010).	Canada’s	 clean	 technology	 industry	 can	play	a	
vital	role	in	this	global	race	to	fight	climate	change	and	help	Canada	make	
this	revolutionary	transition.	Furthermore,	it	can	employ	a	large	number	
of	Canadians	in	good	jobs	with	good	futures.	Post-industrial	economies	are	
increasingly	 shifting	 towards	knowledge-based	economies,	and	with	 the	
changing	dynamics	of	commodity	and	natural	resource	markets,	the	future	
prosperity	of	 the	Canadian	economy	 is	uncertain.	Budget	2017	 stressed	
the	point	 that	Canada’s	 long-term	climate	success,	along	with	 its	 future	
economic	success,	are	intimately	tied	to	clean	growth.	In	fact,	the	budget’s	
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clean	 technology	 section	 opens	 by	 echoing	 many	 of	 the	 sentiments	
expressed	in	this	paper,	that	the	“global	campaign	against	climate	change	
is	 an	 economic	 opportunity	 for	 Canada,”	 an	 opportunity	where	 Canada	
“can	be	a	true	global	leader”	(Government	of	Canada,	2017,	p.96).	Budget	
2017	proposes	a	variety	of	significant	projects	to	strategically	support	the	
cleantech	industry	in	Canada,	and	while	it	has	drawn	tremendous	praise	
from	 those	 in	 the	 environmental	 and	 technology	 space,	 there	 remains	
genuine	concerns	surrounding	the	timeline	of	its	implementation.	

	
Budget	 2017	 alters	 the	 timeline	 for	 the	 Low	 Carbon	 Economy	

Fund	 from	 two	 years	 to	 five,	 and	 as	 such,	most	 of	 the	 funding	 for	 the	
projects	mentioned	 in	 the	preceding	section	will	not	begin	 flowing	until	
2019.	This	 is	not	 inherently	bad,	as	the	extended	timeline	 indicates	that	
cleantech,	 and	 action	 on	 climate	 change	more	 broadly,	 are	 permanent	
features	of	Canada’s	political	landscape	and	not	merely	flashes	in	the	pan.	
Similarly,	it	has	been	postulated	that	the	prolonged	timeline	might	actually	
aid	 departments	 who	 will	 have	more	 time	 to	 draft	 effective	 long-term	
frameworks	(Clean	Energy	Canada,	2017).	As	a	caveat,	it	should	be	noted	
that	the	timeline	extension	means	that	the	release	of	much	of	the	funding	
in	Budget	2017	could	be	compromised,	pending	 the	 results	of	 the	2019	
federal	election.	Ultimately	however,	Budget	2017	provided	 little	 in	 the	
way	 of	 surprises,	 and	 in	 this	 case,	 that	 is	 a	 good	 thing.	 The	 Canadian	
government	appears	to	have	carefully	considered	the	concerns	voiced	by	
industry	 stakeholders,	 as	 most	 of	 the	 prominent	 challenges	 facing	 the	
clean	 technology	 industry,	 both	 macroeconomic	 and	 microeconomic,	
appear	 to	 be	 addressed	 in	 some	 form.	Admittedly,	 the	 implementation	
timeline	has	caused	concern	for	some	but	it	is	apparent	that	the	federal	
government	is	committed	to	ensuring	that,	regardless	of	the	views	of	their	
opposition	party,	political	events	south	of	the	border,	or	the	various	legacy	
challenges	 outlined	 within	 this	 paper,	 the	 opportunity	 to	 expand	 and	
diversify	 the	 Canadian	 economy	 through	 clean	 technological	 growth	
remains	a	key	priority	for	the	current	administration	going	forward.	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	52	

REFERENCES	
	
Analytica	Advisors.	(2016).	Canadian	Clean	Technology	Industry	Report.	

Ottawa.	Retrieved	from	http://www.analytica-
advisors.com/publications	
	

Bak,	Celine	(2016).	Growth,	Innovation	and	COP21:	The	Case	for	New	
Investment	in	Innovation	Infrastructure.	CIGI	Policy	Brief.		Retrieved	
from	https://www.cigionline.org/publications/growth-innovation-
and-cop-21-case-new-investment-innovation-infrastructure	

	
Canada	Action	(2012).	Launching	Cleantech:	Ensuring	Canada’s	place	in	

the	new	global	market.	Retrieved	from	
http://www.actioncanada.ca/project/launching-cleantech-
ensuring-canadas-place-new-global-market/	

	
Canada’s	Ecofiscal	Commission.	(2017).	Supporting	Carbon	Pricing:	How	

to	identify	policies	that	genuinely	complement	an	economy-wide	
carbon	price.	Retrieved	from	
https://ecofiscal.ca/reports/supporting-carbon-pricing-
complementary-policies/	

	
Clean	Energy	Canada.	(2017).	Despite	Trump,	Canada’s	budget	stays	the	

course	on	climate	change.	Retrieved	from	
http://cleanenergycanada.org/despite-trump-canadas-budget-
stays-course-climate-change/	

	
Cleantech	Group	(2014).	The	Global	Cleantech	Innovation	Index	2014.	

Retrieved	from	
http://www.cleantech.com/wpcontent/uploads/2014/08/Global_Cl
eantech_Innov_Index_2014.pdf	

	
De	Martino,	J.	(2003).	Public	Interest	Research	and	Development:	

Electricity	Sector	Reforms	and	their	Effects	in	Energy	R&D	Activities.	
Energy	Discussion	Paper,	2,	62.		

	
Doerr,	John	(2007).	Salvation	(and	profit)	in	greentech.	Retrieved	from			
		 https://www.ted.com/talks/john_doerr_sees_salvation	
		 _and_profit_in_greentech	

	
Fischer,	M.,	Scherngell,	T.,	Reisman,	M.	(2009).	Knowledge	spillovers	and	
	 total	factor	productivity:	evidence	using	a	spatial	panel	data	
	 model.	Geographical	Analysis,	204–220.	



ISEMA:	Perspectives	on	Innovation,	Science	and	Environment	53	

	
Gaddy,	B.,	Sivaram,	V.,	O’Sullivan,	F.		(2016).	Venture	Capital	and	

Cleantech:	The	Wrong	Model	for	Clean	Energy	Innovation.	MIT	
Energy	Initiative.	

	
Government	of	Canada.	(2017).	Budget	2017:	Building	A	Strong	Middle	

Class.	Retrieved	from	
http://www.budget.gc.ca/2017/docs/plan/budget-2017-en.pdf	

	
Government	of	Canada.	(2011).	Independent	Panel	on	Federal	Support	to	

Research	and	Development:	Innovation	Canada:	A	Call	to	Action.	
Ottawa.	Retrieved	from	
http://rdreview.ca/eic/site/033.nsf/eng/h_00287.html	

	
Ghosh,	Shikhar.	Nanda,	R.	(2010).	Venture	Capital	Investment	in	the	

Clean	Energy	Sector.	Working	Paper:	Harvard	Business	School,	11.	
	
IEA.	(2010).	Global	Gaps	in	Clean	Energy	and	RD&D:	Update	and	

Recommendations	for	International	Collaboration.	Paris.	The	
International	Energy	Agency.			
	

IPCC.	(2015).	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	(IPCC):	
Emissions	Scenario.	Retrieved	from	https://ipcc.ch/pdf/special-
reports/spm/sres-en.pdf	

	
Jaccard,	M.	(2016).	Want	an	effective	climate	policy?	Heed	the	evidence.	

Policy	Options.	Retrieved	from	
http://policyoptions.irpp.org/magazines/february-2016/want-an-
effective-climatepolicy-heed-the-evidence/	

	
Jaffe,	A.,	Trajtenberg,	M.,	Henderson,	R.	(1993).	Geographic	localization	

of	knowledge	spillovers	as	evidenced	by	patent	citations.	The	
Quarterly	Journal	of	Economics,	108(3),	577–598.	

	
Jaffe,	A.,	Stavins,	R.	(1994).	The	Energy	paradox	and	diffusion	of	

conservation	technology.	Resource	and	Energy	Economics,	16,	91–
122.	Retrieved	from	
https://scholar.harvard.edu/files/stavins/files/theenergyparadox.re
e1994.pdf	

	
Jenkins,	J.,	Mansur,	S.	(2011).	Bridging	the	Clean	Energy	Valleys	of	Death.	

Breakthrough	Institute.	Retrieved	from	



	54	

https://thebreakthrough.org/archive/bridging_the_clean_energy_v
all	

	
Jones,	C.I,	Williams,	J.	.	(1998).	Measuring	the	Social	Return	to	R&D.	

Quarterly	Journal	of	Economics,	113(4),	1119–1135.		
	

Marcus,	A.	(2013).	The	Promise	and	Pitfalls	of	Venture	Capital	as	an	Asset	
Class	for	Clean	Energy	Investment:	Research	Questions	for	
Organization	and	Natural	Environment	Scholars.		Organization	&	
Environment,	26(36).	

	
Mowat	Centre	(2012).	Smarter	and	Stronger:	Taking	Charge	of	Canadas	

Energy	Technology	Future.	Retrieved	from	
https://mowatcentre.ca/wp-
content/uploads/publications/53_smarter_and_stronger.pdf	

	
MIT.	(2016).	Q&A:	Bill	Gates.	Retrieved	from	

https://www.technologyreview.com/s/601242/qa-bill-gates/	
	
Pan	Canadian	Framework	on	Clean	Growth	and	Climate	Change.	(2016).	

Government	of	Canada.	
	
Pembina.	(2013).	Competing	in	Clean	Energy:	Capitalizing	on	Canadian	

innovation	in	a	$3	trillion	economy.		Retrieved	from	
http://www.pembina.org/reports/pembina-institute-competing-in-
clean-energy.pdf	

	
Sustainable	Prosperity	(2014).	Building	a	Low	Carbon,	High	Octane	

Economy:	A	New	Canadian	Energy	Strategy.	Retrieved	from	
http://nkp.smartprosperity.ca/content/building-low-carbon-high-
octane-economy-new-canadian-energy-strategy	

	
SDTC.	(2016).	Forging	a	cleaner	and	more	innovative	economy	in	Canada.	

Retrieved	from	
https://www.sdtc.ca/sites/default/files/forgingacleanerandmorein
novativeeconomyincanada.pdf	

	
Varun,	R.,	Funkhouser,	E.,	Udwin,	T.,	Livingston,	D.	(2015).	Venture	

Capital	in	Clean	Energy	Innovation	Finance:	Insights	from	the	U.S.	
Market	during	2005-2014.	University	of	Texas.	Retrieved	from	
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2676216	

	



ISEMA:	Perspectives	on	Innovation,	Science	and	Environment	55	

Vancouver	Declaration	Report.	(2016).	Government	of	Canada.	Retrieved	
from	https://news.gov.bc.ca/stories/vancouver-declaration-on-
clean-growth-and-climate-change	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	56	

Connecting	Bottom-up	and	Top-Down	Renewable	Energy	Transitions:	The	Role	of	
Direct	Action	in	International	Policy	Forums	
	
Author:	Sasha	Hanson	Pastran	
Written	for:	Sustainable	Energy	Policy		
	
INTRODUCTION	
One	 of	 the	 core	 policy	 challenges	 related	 to	 climate	 change	 in	 the	 21st	
century	 will	 be	 transitioning	 from	 carbon-based	 to	 renewable	 energy	
systems10	 (IPCC,	 2014;	 Connolly,	 2015).	While	 governments	 around	 the	
world	 debate	 the	 nature	 of	 this	 transition,	 important	 roles	 have	 been	
played	 by	 Canadian	 and	 international	 environmental	 movements	 in	
support	 of	 infusing	 “climate	 justice”11	 principles	 into	 energy	 policy	
decisions.	 Organizing	 for	 decades,	 such	movements	 have	 been	 building	
sustainability	consciousness,	advocating	for	divestment	from	fossil	fuels,	
demanding	 strong	 environmental	 regulatory	 frameworks,	 and	 opposing	
enabling	 infrastructures	 for	 fossil	 fuels	 such	 as	 pipelines	 (Smith	 &	 Ely,	
2015,	P.	102;	350.org,	2015b).	2015	proved	to	be	a	critical	year	for	both	
the	 international	 climate	 justice	 movement	 and	 policymakers	 on	 the	
international	 stage,	 culminating	 with	 the	 historic	 twenty-first	 United	
Nations	Climate	Conference	of	 the	Parties	 (COP21),	which	 took	place	 in	

																																																								
10	Energy	consumption	accounts	for	almost	85	per	cent	of	global	anthropogenic	
carbon	emissions,	one	of	the	primary	drivers	of	contemporary	global	warming	
(IPCC,	2014;	Statistics	Canada,	2013).		
11	According	to	Conca	and	Dabelkoqu	(2015)	the	concept	of	“climate	justice”	
stems	from	the	reality	that	“poor	people	have	not	been	‘waiting	for	the	science’	
on	global	warming.	They	have	been	living	with	it—and	with	many	other	forms	of	
pollution	and	degradation—for	many	years,	as	‘social	sinks’	for	the	
externalization	of	environmental	costs”	(p.	123)	of	capitalism.	Justice	in	this	
context	thus	involves	a	redistribution	of	political	and	economic	power	to	those	
most	threatened	by	the	climate	crisis.	To	illustrate	this	redistribution,	a	related	
concept	of	environmental	justice	is	defined	by	the	American	Environmental	
Protection	Agency	as:	“the	fair	treatment	and	meaningful	involvement	of	all	
people	regardless	of	race,	color,	national	origin,	or	income	with	respect	to	the	
development,	implementation,	and	enforcement	of	environmental	laws,	
regulations,	and	policies...	It	will	be	achieved	when	everyone	enjoys	the	same	
degree	of	protection	from	environmental	and	health	hazards	and	equal	access	to	
the	decision-making	process	to	have	a	healthy	environment	in	which	to	live,	
learn,	and	work”	(2017,	n.p.).	Outka	(2012)	adds	to	the	concept	of	climate	justice	
with	the	principle	that	“marginalized	groups	and	low-income	communities	should	
neither	bear	a	disproportionate	share	of	environmental	burdens	nor	be	
disproportionately	deprived	of	environmental	benefits”	(p.	64).	
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Paris	from	November	30	to	December	12,	2015,	with	the	aim	of	renewing	
the	international	climate	policy	framework	(UNFCCC,	2015c).12		

	
COP21	is	historic	as	the	first	global	climate	treaty,	with	195	Party	

signatories	to	the	legally-binding	Paris	Agreement	that	aims	to	keep	global	
temperature	rise	“well	below	2	°C	above	pre-industrial	levels	and	to	pursue	
efforts	 to	 limit	 the	 temperature	 increase	 to	 1.5	 °C	 above	 pre-industrial	
levels”	(UNFCCC,	2015c,	p.	3),	according	to	the	equity	principle	of	common	
but	 differentiated	 responsibilities13.	 This	 agreement	 has	 far	 reaching	
implications	for	energy	policies	worldwide.		

	
2015	was	also	an	election	year	in	Canada,	with	the	Liberal	Party	

forming	 a	 majority	 government	 in	 October.	 In	 the	 politically	 charged	
atmosphere	 of	 the	 new	 government	 and	 COP21	 negotiations,	 the	
Canadian	 civil	 society	 direct	 actions	 that	 surrounded	 the	 conference	
provide	an	opportunity	 to	analyze	 the	convergence	of	“bottom	up”	and	
“top	down”	 energy	politics	 and	how	 these	 two	perspectives	 interact	 to	
open	pathways	for	sustainable	energy	transformations.	To	this	end,	this	
paper	will	draw	upon	social	movement	 theory	 (SMT)	and	sociotechnical	
transitions	theory	(STT)	–	melded	together	into	a	framework	that	Scoones	
et	al.	(2015)	term	“green	transformations”	(p.3)	–	to	compare	the	narrative	
and	decision-making	frames	of	bottom	up	and	top	down	approaches	to	a	
renewable	energy	policy	in	the	Canadian	context.	Following	a	theoretical	
comparison	 of	 these	 two	 frames,	 the	 paper	 will	 further	 explore	 the	
bottom-up	 frame	 through	 an	 in-depth	 analysis	 of	 select	 high-impact	
Canadian	direct	actions	 in	 the	 lead	up	 to	COP21.	The	paper	argues	 that	
there	are	inherent	and	complex	tensions	between	the	bottom-up	‘conflict	
																																																								
12	This	paper’s	analysis	is	situated	in	the	historical	context	of	2015.	However,	
updated	facts	and	notable	policy	advances	since	the	time	of	writing	are	
referenced	in	footnotes	in	relevant	sections.	
13	The	equity	principle	of	“common	but	differentiated	responsibility”	(UNFCCC,	
1992,	p.2)	is	one	of	the	founding	principles	of	the	1992	UN	Framework	
Convention	on	Climate	Change	(UNFCCC,	2014).	The	principle	recognizes	
historical	differences	in	the	contributions	of	developed	and	developing	States	to	
global	environmental	problems,	and	resulting	differences	in	their	respective	
capacity	and	responsibility	to	tackle	these	problems.	The	Rio	Declaration	states:	
“In	view	of	the	different	contributions	to	global	environmental	degradation,	
States	have	common	but	differentiated	responsibilities.	The	developed	countries	
acknowledge	the	responsibility	that	they	bear	in	the	international	pursuit	of	
sustainable	development	in	view	of	the	pressures	their	societies	place	on	the	
global	environment	and	of	the	technologies	and	financial	resources	they	
command”	(UNFCCC,	1992,	Annex	1	principle	7;	see	also	CISDL,	2002;	McCarthy	
and	Reguly,	2015).	
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frame’	and	the	top-down	‘problem	solving	frame,’	yet	sustained	pressure	
from	below	has	proven	potential	to	infuse	justice-based	principles	into	the	
renewable	energy	policy	commitments	of	elected	officials,	which	citizens	
can	then	use	to	hold	the	government	accountable.	

	
The	paper	is	organized	in	the	following	way:	after	describing	the	

theoretical	 framework,	 it	 overviews	 Canada’s	 energy	 regime	 and	
international	landscape	in	2015	in	order	to	position	this	paper’s	analysis	in	
a	broader	context.	The	paper	then	analyzes	the	strategies	and	discourses	
of	 some	 of	 the	 grassroots	 initiatives	 that	 had	 put	 pressure	 on	 the	 new	
Canadian	government	to	commit	to	ambitious	renewable	energy	policies	
at	 and	beyond	COP21	using	 both	 traditional	 policy	 analysis	methods	 as	
well	as	participant	action	research	methods	from	select	civil	disobedience	
actions	 (350.org,	 2015a;	 Broadbent	 Institute,	 2015;	 IEA,	 2015a;	 IRENA,	
2014).	Specifically,	the	research	will	examine	the	Canadian	Leap	Manifesto	
declaration,	two	record-breaking	national	climate	justice	protests	 in	July	
and	November	of	2015,	a	sit-in	“Climate	Welcome”	in	November	2015	for	
then	newly	elected	Liberal	government,	and	various	actions	by	Canadian	
activists	 in	 solidarity	 with	 international	 partners	 at	 COP21	 (Leap	
Manifesto,	2015;	350.org,	2015a;	CYCC,	2015a).	The	report	analyzes	these	
actions	 in	 relation	 to	 how	 they	 demand	 a	 justice-based	 approach	 to	
renewable	energy	policy.	The	paper	concludes	with	a	comparison	of	the	
top	down	and	bottom	up	frames	of	climate	change	action,	and	discusses	
strategies	 to	 more	 effectively	 align	 Canada’s	 environmental	 justice	
activism	with	the	Liberal	government’s	climate	change	and	energy	policy	
commitments	at	international	and	national	levels.	

	
THEORETICAL	FRAMEWORK	
This	paper	melds	elements	of	sociotechnical	transitions	theory	(STT)	and	
social	 movement	 theory	 (SMT)	 into	 a	 sustainability	 transformations	
theoretical	 model	 (Steward,	 2012;	 Outka,	 2012;	 Saunders,	 2013).	 This	
theoretical	 model	 will	 be	 used	 to	 identify	 the	 structural	 rigidities	 and	
potential	 weaknesses	 of	 Canada’s	 energy	 regime	 in	 the	 international	
context,	which	can	be	helpful	to	more	strategically	focus	change-makers’	
efforts	to	expand	pathways	to	a	renewable	energy	transition.	

	
Sociotechnical	 transition	 theory	 (STT)	 utilizes	 a	 multi-level	

perspective	 (MLP)	 to	 analyze	 the	 interactions	 between	 the	macro-level	
‘landscape,’	 the	 ‘status	 quo’	 energy	 regime,	 and	 emerging	 renewable	
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energy	 ‘niches’14	 (Haley,	 2014a).	 The	MLP	 is	 a	 useful	 starting	 point	 for	
capturing	 the	 dynamics	 of	 micro	 and	 macro	 developments	 in	 energy	
politics	 because	 it	 facilitates	 analysis	 of	 transition	 processes	 that	 occur	
when	 landscape	 pressures	 on	 the	 regime	 create	 opportunities	 to	
implement	niche-level	innovations	that	can	grow	into	a	new	‘status-quo’	
(Haley,	2014a,	p.	3).	In	addition	to	landscape	pressures,	the	MLP	also	draws	
attention	to	the	ways	in	which	niche	actors	construct	political	narratives	
about	the	nature	of	“good”	energy	performance	to	achieve	 institutional	
reforms	(Smith	&	Raven,	2012).	The	kind	of	change	that	 is	envisioned	in	
STT	 is	 labelled	 ‘socio-technical’	 because	 renewable	 energy	 systems	 not	
only	entail	new	technologies,	but	also	changes	in	markets,	user	practices,	
cultural	meanings,	and	policy	(Geels,	2011,	p.	24).	In	summary,	STT	is	built	
to	 comprehend	 the	 political	 and	 economic	 processes	 that	 drive	
technological	and	social	change	within	an	energy	regime.	In	this	way,	STT	
can	be	a	useful	tool	for	identifying	the	policy	levers	that	have	potential	to	
challenge	entrenched	 fossil	 fuels	 interests	and	enable	greater	uptake	of	
renewable	energy	technologies	(Geels,	2011;	Haley,	2014b).	

	
	 While	STT	is	strong	at	modelling	structural	change	and	the	role	of	
technology,	 markets,	 and	 states	 in	 renewable	 energy	 transitions,	 the	
theory	 has	 been	 criticized	 for	 downplaying	 the	 role	 of	 civil	 society	 in	
transitions	 and	 for	 inadequately	 theorizing	 the	 power	 politics	 of	 norm	
creation	(Elzen	et	al.,	2011;	Grin	et	al.,	2010;	Geels,	2014;	Meadowcroft,	
2011).	Social	movement	theories	(SMT)	are	well	positioned	to	respond	to	
these	 criticisms	 by	 adding	 critical	 analytical	 tools	 to	 understanding	
transformative	change	‘from	below’.	Elzen	et	al.	(2011),	for	instance,	argue	
that	 incorporating	 SMT	 into	 the	 STT	 framework	 leads	 to	 a	 greater	
understanding	of	how	social	movements	influence	existing	energy	regimes	
through	resource	mobilization,	discursive	framing	activities,	and	nurturing	
of	alternative	niches	(p.	265).	Elzen	et	al.	(2011)	further	overlap	the	two	
theories	 by	 arguing	 that	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 social	 movement	 action	
depends	 on	 the	 alignment	 of	 normative	 pressures	 with	 market	 and	
technology	 developments	 (p.	 265-266;	 see	 also	 Giugni,	 2009).	 Tarrow’s	
social	movement	theory	of	protest	cycles	(Jung,	2010;	Tarrow,	2005)	also	
illuminates	 how	 moments	 of	 intensified	 protests	 and	 direct	 action	
culminate	 around	 political	 events	 such	 as	 the	 UN	 climate	 conferences,	
presenting	windows	of	opportunity	for	regime	change	–	a	parallel	concept	
to	STT’s	“regime	change	events”	(Saunders,	2013,	p.	124;	Elzen	et	al.,	2011,	
p.	266).	In	response	to	Geels’	critique	of	the	absence	of	questions	of	power	
																																																								
14	The	structural	components	of	a	regime	and	competing	renewable	energy	
niches	as	modelled	by	STT	include	technology	(infrastructure),	social	and	legal	
institutions,	and	organizations	(actors,	networks)	(Nelson,	1993;	Lundvall,	1992).	
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in	 STT	 (2014),	 SMT	 emphasizes	 how	 “politics	 and	 power	 [shape]	 how	
pathways	are	created,	supported,	legitimized,	and	in	the	end,	who	benefits	
from	them”	(Scoones	et	al.	2015,	p.	3).	Putting	the	 language	of	STT	and	
SMT	together,	this	essay	understands	and	frames	energy	transitions	as	the	
products	 of	 competition	 and	 interaction	 between	 multiple,	
interconnected	and	contested	pathways	that	are	driven	by	diverse	social	
actors	with	highly	unequal	political	power	(Scoones	et	al.,	2015,	p.3;	Leach	
et	al.,	2010).	
	

This	 paper’s	 focus	 on	 the	 politics	 of	 social	 justice	 and	 equity	
concerns	in	renewable	energy	policy	will	use	the	language	of	STT	and	SMT	
to	 engage	 in	 a	 normative	 framing	 analysis	 and	 a	 power-based	 content	
analysis	 of	 civil	 society	 actions	 and	 discourse.	 The	 discourse	 analysis	
exercise	 is	 based	 on	 the	 conviction	 that	 direct	 actions	 for	 renewable	
energy	such	as	pipeline	protests	are	also	expressions	of	discursive	power	
from	 social	 movement	 actors.	 Environmental	 justice	 discourse	
communicated	 through	 these	 actions	 builds	 critical	 sustainability	
knowledge	and	values,	 and	offers	 a	narrative	of	 change	 that	 challenges	
both	capitalist	and	state-defined	notions	of	sustainability	(Newell,	2012).	
In	this	way,	SMT	elevates	the	discussion	of	sociotechnical	transitions	to	a	
wider	debate	on	the	broad	societal	transformations	that	are	required	for	
a	just	and	sustainable	future	(Saunders,	2013,	p.	122).	

	
To	facilitate	the	discourse	analysis	exercise,	Scoones	et	al.	(2015)	

outline	four	typologies	of	technocentric,	marketized,	state-led,	and	citizen-
led	environmental	 frames	on	 the	question	of	energy	 transitions	 (p.	15).	
The	first	three	typologies—often	attributed	to	top-down	policy	frames—	
assume	that:	power	lies	with	a	benevolent	political	elite;	policy	decisions	
are	based	upon	scientific	evidence;	globalized	market-based	mechanisms	
and	technological	advances	can	deliver	renewable	energy	transitions;	and,	
the	 public	 is	 made	 up	 of	 interest	 groups	 who	 participate	 in	 the	 policy	
process	through	elections	(Scoones	et	al.,	2015,	p.	14).		

	
Prime	Minister	Justin	Trudeau’s	political	discourse	and	the	Liberal	

Party’s	platform	can	be	categorized	as	a	combination	of	these	first	three	
typologies	 into	 a	 form	 of	 state-led,	 technology,	 and	 market-driven	
‘problem	solving’	frame	(Scoones	et	al.,	2015,	p.	18).	This	frame	of	decision	
making	holds	a	base	assumption	of	the	efficacy	of	technology	and	markets	
to	resolve	climate	change	and	clean	energy	policy	problems.	For	example,	
in	speeches	the	Prime	Minister	confidently	asserts	that	“the	environment	
and	 the	economy…	go	 together	 like	paddles	and	canoes”	 (Liberal	Party,	
2015c)	while	referring	to	the	Party’s	election	platform	pillar	for	“a	clean	
environment	and	a	strong	economy”	(Liberal	Party,	2015b,	p.	39-41;	see	
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also	 Governor	 General,	 2015).	 This	 discourse	 translates	 into	 policy	
promises	to	invest	in	markets	for	clean	technology	and	innovation,	such	as	
a	 $200	 million	 annual	 pledge	 to	 create	 sector-specific	 strategies	 that	
support	 innovation	 and	 clean	 technologies	 in	 the	 forestry,	 fisheries,	
mining,	energy,	and	agricultural	sectors	(Liberal	Party,	2015a,	p.	6).15	The	
Liberal	 Party’s	 active	 participation	 in	 COP21	 also	 fits	 with	 the	 problem	
solving	 frame,	 espousing	 an	 essentially	 liberal	 internationalist	 view	 of	
international	 policy	 co-operation	 that	 puts	 trust	 in	 the	 market,	
technological	progress,	and	global	institutions	to	deliver	a	just	renewable	
energy	transition.		

	
In	contrast,	the	citizen-led	worldview	frames	energy	transitions	in	

terms	of	“popular	conflict	for	political	and	productive	resources	between	
citizens	and	state-capitalist	elites”	(Scoones	et	al.,	2015,	p.	15),	who	are	
considered	 to	 have	 failed	 to	 deliver	 a	 just	 energy	 transition	 by	 growth-
driven	market-based	means.	 The	 citizen-frame	 is	 purposefully	 broad	 to	
encompass	 the	 diverse	 grassroots	 movements	 and	 philosophies	 that	
question	 the	 renewable	 energy	 technologies	 and	 government-backed	
market	mechanisms	needed	to	power	a	green	economy.	Actors	using	this	
frame	also	more	fundamentally	question	the	 larger	economic	and	social	
crises	that	are	intimately	tied	to	the	current	ecological	crisis	(Klein,	2014).	
This	 frame	 allows	 for	 a	 more	 situated	 and	 profound	 critique	 of	 the	
suitability	 and	 capacity	 of	 states	 in	 the	 international	 policy	 arena	 to	
respond	to	these	crises	and	steer	them	in	a	progressive	direction.	In	other	
words,	citizen-led	frames	are	positioned	to	“challenge	the	socio-economic	
structures	 that	 sustain	 individualist,	 extractivist,	 and	 capitalist	
development	paths”	(Scoones	et	al.,	2015,	p.	15),	instead	suggesting	that	
a	just	renewable	energy	transformation	will	come	from	below	through	de-
growth	 and	 local,	 solidarity-based	 economies	 that	 operate	 on	 an	
ecosystem	 model	 versus	 a	 global	 capitalist	 model	 of	 development.	
Democratization	of	ownership	and	control	over	the	tools	and	processes	of	
change	(i.e.	production,	technology,	finance,	and	institutions)	is	therefore	
key	 to	 the	 citizen-led	 frame,	 as	 are	 broad	 conceptualizations	 of	
‘citizenship’	 and	 ‘participation’	 (Scoones	 et	 al.,	 2015,	 p.	 19).	 The	 direct	

																																																								
15	Since	making	its	election	promise	in	2015,	the	Government	of	Canada	allocated	
$200	million	in	Budget	2017	to	support	clean	technology	research,	and	the	
development,	demonstration	and	adoption	of	clean	technology	in	Canada’s	
natural	resources	sectors.	The	Government	of	Canada	also	allocated	$75	million	
over	two	years	in	Budget	2016	and	$229	million	over	four	years	in	Budget	2017	to	
continue	R&D	activities	through	core	clean	energy	and	clean	transportation	
innovation	programming,	including	the	Energy	Innovation	Program	(Government	
of	Canada,	2016;	Government	of	Canada,	2017).		
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action	 cases	 will	 demonstrate	 this	 frame	 in	 action	 and	 analyze	 how	 it	
interacts	and	sometimes	clashes	with	the	top-down	frame.	The	following	
section	detailing	the	international	energy	policy	 landscape	and	Canada’s	
energy	regime	will	help	to	contextualize	the	application	and	comparison	
of	these	two	frames	in	relation	to	renewable	energy	politics	in	Canada.		

	
CANADA’S	ENERGY	REGIME	AND	INTERNATIONAL	POLICY	LANDSCAPE		
Canada’s	 energy	 regime	 is	 characterized	 by	 unique	 structural	 elements	
that	present	both	challenges	and	opportunities	for	a	transition	to	a	low-
carbon	 economy	 (Doern	 &	 Gattinger,	 2002).	 These	 structural	 elements	
include	rich	and	diverse	national	energy	endowments,	strong	ties	to	the	
US	energy	market,	divided	federal-provincial	jurisdiction	for	policies	that	
impact	 the	 energy	 system,	 and	 regional	 disparities	 of	 interest	 between	
fossil-fuel	 based	 energy	 producers	 in	 the	 West	 and	 the	 largest	 energy	
consumption	 regions	 in	 Eastern	 Canada	 (Doern	 &	 Gattinger,	 2002).	
Furthermore,	Canada’s	electricity	system	is	“designed	to	be	conservative”	
(CEA,	 2014,	 p.3)	 to	 ensure	 reliability.	 This	 structural	 rigidity	 presents	 a	
challenge	 to	 any	 radical	 change	 away	 from	 incumbent	 non-renewable	
energy	sources	such	as	oil	and	gas,	an	industry	which	raises	an	average	of	
$23.3	 billion	 in	 annual	 government	 revenue	 (NRCan,	 2015,	 p.	 7).	 The	
entrenched	political	and	economic	power	of	fossil	fuel	industries	in	Canada	
is	further	evidenced	by	the	federal	government’s	estimated	$1.6	billion	in	
annual	subsidies	to	the	oil	and	gas	industry,	despite	their	election	promise	
to	phase	them	out	(IISD,	n.d.).		

	
The	share	of	renewable	energy	sources	in	Canada’s	total	primary	

energy	 supply	 was	 roughly	 17.7%	 in	 2014,	 while	 oil	 and	 gas	 sources	
combined	contributed	approximately	64%	(NRCan,	2017,	p.	26).	However,	
provincial	 climate	 change	 policies	 –	 such	 as	 carbon	 taxes	 in	 British	
Columbia	and	Alberta,	and	cap-and-trade	schemes	in	Quebec	and	Ontario	
–	 are	 signaling	 a	 shift	 to	 intensify	 renewable	 energy	 uptake	 (Pembina	
Institute,	2014;	Ontario	Ministry	of	Energy,	2014;	Government	of	Alberta,	
2015;	Government	of	Alberta,	n.d.).	Nonetheless,	the	high	share	of	fossil	
fuels	 in	 Canada’s	 energy	 supply	 and	 the	 challenging	 structural	 issues	
related	 to	 Canada’s	 energy	 regime	 are	 important	 contextual	 factors	 to	
know	for	environmental	movement	actors	involved	in	renewable	energy	
politics	in	the	country.		

	
The	international	energy	landscape	rapidly	shifted	in	2015,	with	

record	levels	of	new	global	investment	in	renewable	energy16	and	record-

																																																								
16	From	its	high	in	2015,	new	global	investment	in	renewables	fell	by	23%	to	
$241.6	billion,	its	lowest	since	2013;	However,	there	was	record	installation	of	
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low	oil	 prices	 (IEA,	 2015b).	 This	 economic	 context	 bolstered	 large-scale	
momentum	 building	 for	 UNFCCC	 Parties	 to	 commit	 to	 ambitious	
greenhouse	 gas	 (GHG)	 emissions	 reduction	 targets	 in	 their	 “Intended	
Nationally	 Determined	 Contributions”	 (INDCs)	 for	 COP21	 (Andrew-Gee,	
2015).	 The	 INDCs	 are	 the	 primary	 legally-binding	 instruments	 through	
which	governments	will	collectively	cut	GHG	emissions	 in	 the	post-2020	
period	(Mead,	2015).		

	
While	 the	 INDCs	account	 for	energy	 sector	GHG	emissions	and	

include	targets	or	actions	to	lower	them,	current	planned	policies	are	still	
projected	to	fall	almost	a	degree	short	of	achieving	the	Paris	Agreement’s	
objective	of	holding	global	warming	to	less	than	2°C	(UNFCCC,	2015b;	IEA,	
2015b;	Curry,	2015;	Beer,	2015a).	Urgency	to	reach	these	targets	increases	
every	 year,	 with	 global	 temperatures	 reaching	 record	 highs	 every	 year	
from	2014-2016	(Guardian,	2017).	This	underscores	the	importance	of	the	
five-year	“global	stock-take”	review	process	in	the	Paris	Agreement,	which	
is	designed	to	build	in	policy	space	to	enhance	the	ambition	of	the	INDC	
targets,	which	can	become	a	focal	point	of	sustained	policy	pressure	from	
the	 base	 (UNFCCC,	 2015c,	 p.	 28).	 Overall,	 these	 overarching	 landscape	
changes	 strengthen	 renewable	 energy	 pathways	 and	 serve	 to	 multiply	
national	and	provincial	efforts	at	climate	change	mitigation	and	renewable	
energy	transition.		

	
Canada’s	 position	 within	 this	 overarching	 landscape	 is	

acknowledged	by	many	as	coming	from	a	“lost	decade”	of	climate	inaction	
and	 open	 animosity	 towards	 environmental	 activists	 under	 the	
Conservative	Government	of	Stephen	Harper	(Cayley-Daoust,	2015;	Toner	
&	Mckee,	2014).	Canada	withdrew	from	the	Kyoto	Protocol	in	2007	and	is	
not	on	track	to	attain	its	emissions	target	signed	onto	at	the	Copenhagen	
Climate	Conference	in	2009	to	reduce	GHGs	to	17%	below	2005	levels	by	
2020	 (Environment	Canada,	2013,	p.	4).	 Furthermore,	Canada’s	 INDC	 to	
COP21	 (developed	 by	 the	 Harper	 government	 and	 unchanged	with	 the	
Liberal	government)	to	reduce	GHG	emissions	by	30%	below	2005	levels	
by	2030	is	considered	one	of	the	least	ambitious	targets	of	industrialized	
countries	(Haley,	2015;	Government	of	Canada,	2015).		

	
Political	 discourse	 and	 policy	 direction	 is	 now	 shifting	 at	 the	

federal	level.	The	Prime	Minister	has	stated	in	numerous	speeches	since	
taking	 office	 that	 “climate	 change	 is	 a	 top	 government	 priority”	 (Craw,	

																																																								
renewable	power	capacity	worldwide	that	year	(Frankfurt	School-UNEP	
Centre/BNEF,	2017,	p.	11).	
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2015;	UNFCCC,	2015d).	Further	evidence	of	the	new	government’s	policy	
intentions	to	act	on	climate	change	and	renewable	energy	are	in	several	
ministerial	 mandate	 letters	 released	 just	 after	 the	 election	 (Trudeau,	
2015).	For	example,	the	mandate	letter	for	Minister	for	the	Environment	
and	 Climate	 Change,	 Catherine	 McKenna,	 includes	 instructions	 to	
cooperate	in	developing	a	North	American	clean	energy	and	environment	
agreement	and	to	“develop	a	plan	to	combat	climate	change	and	reduce	
greenhouse	 gas	 emissions,	 consistent	with	 our	 international	 obligations	
and	 our	 commitment	 to	 sustainable	 economic	 growth”	 (Trudeau,	
2015b).17	With	these	early	policy	signals,	the	new	government	has	taken	a	
clear	position	that	it	can	be	held	to	account	by	the	opposition	parties	and	
civil	society.	The	federal	government	has	broad	support	to	follow	through	
with	its	commitments,	as	evidence	by	an	Oracle	poll	that	showed	84%	of	
Canadians	want	 the	 federal	 government	 to	 create	 jobs	 in	 the	 country’s	
renewable	energy	sector	(Beer,	2015b).	Further,	another	poll	found	that	
61%	 of	 Canadians	 say	 protecting	 the	 climate	 is	 more	 important	 than	
pipelines	and	tarsands	(Climate	Action	Network,	2015).		

	
The	 federal	 approach	 that	 “public	 input	 will	 be	 sought	 and	

considered,”	(Governor	General,	2015)	with	an	emphasis	on	engagement	
with	Indigenous	peoples	is	also	a	position	that	is	sure	to	be	tested	during	
the	government’s	mandate.	These	recent	shifts	 in	political	priorities	and	
tone	 in	public	engagement	are	 important	when	considering	civil	 society	
tactics	 of	 engagement	 with	 the	 new	 government.	 As	 350.org	 activist	
Thomas-Muller	 states,	 “that’s	 the	 new	 landscape	 with	 a	 centrist	
party…strategy	and	 tactics	have	 to	 reflect	both	pulling	and	pushing.	 It’s	
much	more	complex”	(Gilchrist,	2015).	With	an	understanding	of	the	broad	
landscape	 and	 regime	 characteristics	 that	 contextualize	 Canada’s	
renewable	energy	politics	and	policies,	the	next	section	delves	deeper	into	
the	 questions	 of	 civil	 disobedience	 tactics	 and	 strategies,	 profiling	 and	
analyzing	individual	direct	actions	as	they	relate	to	and	advance	a	justice-
based	citizen-led	frame	of	renewable	energy	transitions.	

	
	

																																																								
17	Since	taking	office,	the	Government	of	Canada	has	made	progress	on	some	
mandate	letter	climate	change	and	clean	energy	commitments.	Most	notable	is	
the	Pan-Canadian	Framework	on	Clean	Growth	and	Climate	Change	developed	in	
collaboration	with	provinces	and	territories	(except	Saskatchewan	and	Manitoba)	
that	outlines	how	Canada	will	meet	its	greenhouse	gas	emissions	reductions	
target	under	the	Paris	Agreement	(ECCC,	2016).	Canada,	the	United	States	and	
Mexico	also	entered	into	a	North	American	Climate,	Clean	Energy	and	
Environment	Partnership	in	June,	2016,	with	a	goal	for	North	America	to	strive	to	
achieve	50	percent	clean	power	generation	by	2025	(Trudeau,	2016).	
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BUILDING	 CANADA’S	 RENEWABLE	 ENERGY	 TRANSISTION	 FROM	 THE	
GROUND	UP		
The	Canadian	environmental	movement	 is	 inherently	diverse,	and	made	
up	 of	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 voices,	 groups,	 and	 interests.	 Recognizing	 this	
diversity	and	the	impossibility	of	capturing	the	nuances	of	climate	justice	
organizing	 in	 its	 entirety,	 this	 section	 will	 analyze	 some	 of	 the	 most	
commonly	 publicized	 messages,	 strategies,	 and	 actions	 of	 prominent	
environmental	 movement	 actors	 in	 2015,	 in	 relation	 to	 how	 they	
contribute	to	public	discourse	and	political	pressure	for	a	just	renewable	
energy	transition	in	Canada.		

	
	 In	 an	 attempt	 to	 unite	 disparate	 strands	 of	 the	 climate	 justice	
movement	in	the	lead	up	to	the	general	election	and	COP21,	author	and	
activist	Naomi	Klein	and	the	This	Changes	Everything	team	launched	the	
Leap	Manifesto	initiative	that	brought	together	60	leaders	from	Canada’s	
Indigenous	rights,	social	and	food	justice,	environmental,	faith-based	and	
labour	movements	to	write	a	collective	call	 to	action	for	a	 justice-based	
renewable	 energy	 economy	 (CBC	 News,	 2015a).	 The	 Leap	 Manifesto	
(2015)	 attempts	 to	 summarize	 the	 main	 principles,	 demands,	 and	
strategies	 that	 these	 movements	 have	 for	 Canada’s	 renewable	 energy	
transition	 (Leap	 Manifesto,	 2015).	 The	 Manifesto	 affirms	 that	 a	 just	
renewable	 energy	 transition	 in	 Canada	 begins	 by	 honouring	 Indigenous	
rights	 and	 the	 Indigenous	 lands	 where	 Canada’s	 energy	 sources	 are	
derived.	 This	 frame	 of	 understanding	 climate	 justice	 is	 rooted	 in	
Indigenous	values	of	caring	for	the	earth	as	well	as	an	acknowledgement	
that	Indigenous	communities	have	historically	been	on	the	front	lines	of	
the	 struggle	 against	 fossil	 fuel	 based	 energy	 projects	 (Leap	 Manifesto,	
2015,	p.	2).		
	
	 Other	 principles	 laid	 out	 in	 the	 Leap	 Manifesto	 include	 the	
democratization	 of	 the	 energy	 system,	 envisioned	 as	 a	 decentralized,	
community-controlled	energy	infrastructure	(Leap	Manifesto,	2015,	p.	1,	
3)	–	key	characteristics	of	the	Scoones	et	al.’s	(2015)	‘citizen-led	frame’	(p.	
15).	In	addition	to	the	message	that	it	is	feasible	for	Canada	to	get	100%	of	
its	 electricity	 from	 renewable	 sources	 by	 2050	 (Sustainable	 Canada	
Dialogues,	 2015),	 the	 Manifesto	 goes	 on	 to	 describe	 the	 need	 to	
implement	 sustainable	 agricultural	 systems,	 end	 global	 trade	deals	 that	
jeopardize	 local	economies,	open	Canada’s	 immigration	system	to	more	
climate	 refugees,	 engage	 in	 a	 vigorous	debate	on	 a	 guaranteed	 income	
policy,	and	end	“austerity	thinking”	in	order	for	this	transition	to	be	“just”18	

																																																								
18	While	the	Leap	Manifesto’s	demands	sketch	the	broad	structural	changes	
necessary	for	a	justice-based	energy	transformation,	it	also	defines	a	“just	
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(p.	4).	These	diverse	demands	demonstrate	the	citizen-led	frame’s	broad	
agenda	 to	 radically	 shift	 political	 power	 and	 create	 new	 institutional	
arrangements	 for	 a	 more	 equitable	 and	 sustainable	 renewable	 energy	
system.	 In	 short,	 the	 Manifesto	 outlines	 a	 vision	 of	 social	 and	
environmental	 justice	 that	 unites	 disparate	 movements	 and	 struggles	
under	 the	 citizen-led	 framework	 of	 “climate	 justice.”	 This	 inclusive,	
ambitious,	 “coalition	 approach”	 to	 a	 bottom-up	 renewable	 energy	
transition	 is	 one	 of	 the	 greatest	 contributions	 of	 the	 climate	 justice	
movement	 to	 Canada’s	 policy	 arena.	 This	 approach	 contrasts	 with	 the	
more	discrete	ministerial	portfolios	that	do	not	have	the	same	degree	of	
integrated	 analysis	 and	 action	 as	 the	 environmental	 movement.	 This	
citizen-led	narrative	of	change	is	further	reflected	in	protest	actions	that	
shed	additional	light	on	what	a	“just	energy	transition”	would	look	like	in	
Canada.	
	

Three	climate	justice	direct	actions	in	2015	illustrate	the	critical,	
inclusive,	 and	 participatory	 citizen-led	 frame	 and	 the	 radical	 call	 for	
systemic	 change	 to	 facilitate	 a	 just	 transition	 to	 renewable	 energy	 in	
Canada.	The	first	action	was	the	Toronto	March	for	Jobs	(“the	March”)	held	
by	 Justice	 and	 the	 Climate	 on	 July	 5,	 2015,	 on	 the	 eve	 of	 the	 Climate	
Summit	of	the	Americas,	a	state-level	climate	policy	event	aligned	with	the	
Pan	American	Economic	Summit,	an	exclusive	international	business	event	
(Coalition	of	Partners,	2015;	IEFA,	2015;	Ontario,	2014).	The	objective	of	
the	 two	 events	 to	 “bring	 together	 government,	 industry	 and	
environmental	leaders	recognized	for	their	efforts	to	fight	climate	change	
and	 raise	 awareness	 of	 its	 risks	 and	 opportunities”	 (Ontario,	 2014)	 is	 a	
good	example	of	the	top-down	state-capitalist	frame	in	action.	The	March,	
an	 inclusive	 and	 diverse	 bottom-up	 mobilization,	 addressed	 the	 same	
question	of	 climate	change	action	but	used	climate	 justice	discourse,	 in	
stark	contrast	to	the	summits’	marketing	of	climate	change	as	a	potential	
business	opportunity.		

	
The	 contrast	 of	 these	 two	 events	 illustrates	 climate	 justice	

movements’	 strategic	 decisions	 to	 time	 protest	 cycles	 in	 parallel	 with	
windows	 of	 opportunity	 for	 regime	 change	 (Tarrow,	 2005;	 Coalition	 of	
Partners,	2015).	The	strategic	timing	of	the	March	allowed	for	movement	

																																																								
renewable	energy	transition”	more	narrowly	as	one	that	ensures	that	there	are	
“training	and	other	resources	for	workers	in	carbon-intensive	jobs,	ensuring	they	
are	fully	able	to	take	part	in	the	clean	energy	economy.	This	transition	should	
involve	the	democratic	participation	of	workers	themselves”	(2015,	p.	2).	
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actors	to	reveal	politicians’	alliances	with	elites	and	their	 ignorance	of	a	
broad-based	coalition	of	citizens.	In	the	words	of	one	of	the	March	leaders:	

	
	Politicians	 will	 face	 a	 choice:	 listen	 to	 corporate	 leaders	 from	

	 across	the	Americas	gathering	to	advance	an	economic	austerity	
	 agenda	that	 is	 increasing	 inequality	and	causing	a	climate	crisis	
	 felt	 disproportionally	 in	 the	 Global	 South	 –	 or	 listen	 to	 the	
	 people’s	 demands:	 a	 justice-based	 transition	 to	 a	 new	 energy
	 economy,	in	which	corporate	polluters	pay	and	ordinary	people	
	 benefit.	(participant	observation,	2015)	

	
True	to	the	citizen-led	frame,	the	March	was	hailed	as	“the	most	

diverse	 climate	mobilization	 ever	 to	 take	place	 in	 Canada”	 (Coalition	of	
Partners,	2015),	 led	by	 frontline	 Indigenous	communities,	 together	with	
Canada’s	largest	unions,	student	groups,	social	justice	organizations,	and	
other	 grassroots	 activists.	 The	 movements’	 conviction	 that	 “politicians	
have	failed	to	lead	us,	so	people	must	lead	the	way”	(Coalition	of	Partners,	
2015)	 is	 also	 emblematic	 of	 the	 citizen-led	 conflict	 frame.	 The	
effectiveness	of	 this	 frame	 in	 this	 case	 is	 that	 it	 served	 to	 juxtapose	an	
exclusive	 and	 elitist	 policy	 forum	 with	 an	 inclusive,	 broad-based	
movement	that	demonstrates	Indigenous	leadership.	

	
The	second	direct	action	was	a	creative	“Climate	Welcome”	which	

involved	four	days	of	sit-ins	outside	Prime	Minister	Trudeau’s	residence	in	
Ottawa,	 beginning	 on	 November	 5,	 2015,	 the	 first	 day	 he	 took	 office	
(Climate	Welcome,	 2015).	 The	demand	 from	Climate	Welcome	activists	
was	 a	 freeze	 on	 tarsands	 expansion,	 which	 was	 communicated	 by	
providing	personal	 gifts	 to	 the	new	Prime	Minister,	 strategically	 forcing	
him	 to	 demonstrate	 the	 seriousness	 of	 his	 rhetorical	 commitment	 to	
consider	public	input	in	the	policy	process	(Governor	General,	2015).	On	
the	first	day,	scientific	reports	in	support	of	keeping	at	least	80%	of	known	
fossil	fuel	reserves	in	the	ground	were	delivered	to	the	Prime	Minister’s	
residence	 (for	 example,	 McGlade	 &	 Ekins,	 2015).	 On	 the	 second	 day,	
Indigenous	 drummers	 and	 youth	 led	 the	 presentation	 of	 more	 than	 1	
million	messages	against	oil	 pipelines	 from	people	across	 the	Americas,	
demonstrating	 public	 support	 for	 the	 demand	 to	 freeze	 tarsands	
expansion.	On	the	third	day,	the	gifts	to	the	Prime	Minister	were	samples	
of	water	from	lakes,	rivers,	and	coastlines	across	Canada	that	are	at	risk	
because	of	oil	 pipelines.	 The	 final	day	was	a	 gift	of	 solar	panels	 for	 the	
refurbishment	of	the	Prime	Minister’s	residence	and	offered	a	vision	of	a	
future	powered	by	renewable	energy	(participant	observation,	2015).		
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These	symbolic	gifts	built	a	narrative	of	both	urgency	and	hope	in	
the	 transition	 to	 renewable	 energy,	 and	 also	 exemplified	 Indigenous	
leadership	 and	 values	 in	 a	 justice-based	 transition.	However,	 the	 Prime	
Minster’s	 failure	 to	 engage	 with	 the	 activists	 on	 his	 doorstep	 also	
reinforces	 the	 conviction	 of	 the	 base	 that	 the	 state	 will	 not	 lead	 this	
transition,	creating	an	alienating	distance	between	the	managerial	state-
led	frame	and	the	citizen-frame	that	may	remain	hard	to	reconcile.	Critics	
of	 this	 action	 tactic	 suggest	 that	 citizens	 are	 better	 positioned	 to	 begin	
policy	 engagement	 with	 public	 servants	 who	 then	 feed	 advice	 to	 the	
Ministers	(Gilchrist,	2015).	However,	that	pathway	runs	the	risk	of	diluting	
the	 justice-based	 discourse	 that	 is	most	 powerful	when	 delivered	 from	
those	most	directly	affected	by	climate	change	and	the	fossil	fuel	industry.	
After	all,	 “history	 is	never	made	by	 those	who	ask	permission”	 (Climate	
Games,	2015).		

	
The	 third	 direct	 action	 was	 the	 Global	 Climate	 March	 on	

November	29,	2015,	held	in	cities	across	Canada,	with	the	biggest	marches	
taking	place	in	Vancouver	and	Ottawa	(Phipps	et	al.,	2015).	Similar	to	the	
Toronto	March,	the	Global	Climate	March	was	strategically	held	the	day	
before	the	opening	of	COP21,	in	175	countries	around	the	world,	and	with	
an	estimated	attendance	of	more	than	600,000	people	representing	broad	
coalitions	of	activists	 (Phipps	et	al.,	 2015).	 The	movement’s	message	 to	
leaders	at	COP21	was	united	and	clear:	“We	demand	a	climate	treaty	that's	
in	line	with	the	realities	of	science	and	the	principles	of	justice.	Keep	fossil	
fuels	in	the	ground	and	finance	a	just	transition	to	100%	renewable	energy	
by	2050”	(participant	observation,	2015).	Like	the	Climate	Welcome,	this	
message	demonstrates	how	citizen-led	movements	strategically	integrate	
technocratic	‘science-based’	frames	with	justice-based	discourse	in	order	
to	demand	the	most	ambitious	and	radical	changes	to	policy,	knowing	that	
inevitable	 compromises	will	 be	made	 at	 the	 international	 policy	 forum.	
The	Global	Climate	March	was	also	unique	because	it	served	as	a	global	
show	of	 solidarity	and	policy	pressure	 in	 light	of	 the	cancellation	of	 the	
main	march	in	Paris	due	to	the	security	measures	imposed	following	the	
November	13	terrorist	attacks	on	the	city.19	Canadian	climate	leader	David	

																																																								
19	The	Paris	terrorist	attacks	on	November	13,	2015,	killed	130	people.	In	
response,	the	French	government	instituted	a	state	of	emergency	prohibiting	any	
form	of	protest,	defined	as	“more	than	two	people	sharing	a	political	message”	
(Lukacs,	2015;	May,	2015),	with	charges	for	refusing	to	disperse	from	actions	of	
up	to	one	year	in	jail	and	a	fine	of	€15,000.	In	addition	to	the	protest	ban,	24	
activists	were	placed	on	preemptive	house	arrest,	drawing	criticisms	that	the	
security	measures	were	curbing	citizens’	rights	to	dissent	while	allowing	
corporate	sponsorship	and	influence	at	the	climate	conference	(Neslen,	2015;	
Howard,	2015).	In	place	of	a	November	29th	march	in	Paris,	organizers	created	an	
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Suzuki	 referenced	 the	 Paris	 attacks	 in	 his	 speech	 at	 the	 Ottawa	 rally,	
arguing	that	climate	change	presents	the	greatest	threat	to	security	and	
that	 citizens	 must	 maintain	 a	 conflict	 frame	 of	 nonviolent	 civil	
disobedience	for	climate	action	in	response	to	state	curtailments	of	civil	
rights	(participant	observation,	2015).	

	
In	 Ottawa,	 the	 Global	 Climate	 March	 was	 termed	 the	 “100%	

Possible	 March”	 (Ecology	 Ottawa,	 2015)	 expressing	 a	 consistent	 and	
scientifically-based	 message	 that	 “100%	 renewable	 energy	 by	 2050	 is	
100%	 possible”	 in	 Canada	 (Marquis,	 2015).	 This	 message	 strategically	
aligned	with	 the	newly	elected	government’s	 commitment	 to	evidence-
based	policy,	showing	how	citizens	can	strategically	use	state-led	frames	
to	apply	pressure	for	political	action	at	the	same	time	as	mobilizing	popular	
participation	towards	a	common	goal	(Spears,	2015).	The	record-breaking	
attendance	 of	 an	 estimated	 25,000	 people	 and	 the	 impressive	 media	
coverage	 of	 the	 Ottawa	 event	 are	 further	 indicators	 of	 the	 level	 of	
organization	and	resource	mobilization	that	the	Canadian	climate	justice	
movement	exhibits,	enhancing	its	ability	to	project	justice-based	discourse	
into	Canadian	renewable	energy	politics	(Leap	Manifesto,	2015;	CBC	News,	
2015b;	Marquis,	2015).			

	
With	 Canadian	 direct	 actions	mobilizing	 bottom-up	 pressure	 in	

the	 lead	up	 to	COP21,	 Canadian	 activists	 and	observer	 delegations	 also	
took	the	climate	 justice	message	to	the	conference	 itself,	 joining	others	
from	 around	 the	 world.	 One	 of	 the	 most	 vocal	 and	 well-publicized	
Canadian	activist	groups	was	the	Canadian	Youth	Climate	Coalition	(CYCC).	
It	 had	 the	 same	 consistent	 policy	 demands	 as	 the	 Leap	Manifesto	 and	
other	 national	 actors:	 committing	 Canada	 to	 zero	 emissions	 by	 2050,	
ending	fossil	 fuel	subsidies,	shutting	down	the	tarsands,	and	signing	the	
UN	Declaration	of	the	Rights	of	 Indigenous	Peoples	(Wood,	2015;	Leoni,	
2015).	Despite	multiple	invitations	to	meet	with	the	CYCC,	Prime	Minister	
Trudeau	failed	to	meet	with	the	youth	delegation	during	the	conference,	
another	disappointing	display	of	lack	of	follow-through	with	his	campaign	
promise	 of	 greater	 public	 engagement,	 especially	 considering	 he	 is	 the	
self-appointed	Minister	of	Youth	(CYCC,	2015b;	Beer,	2015c).	The	Minister	
for	 the	 Environment	 and	 Climate	 Change	 Catherine	 McKenna	 did,	
however,	 eventually	meet	with	 them	and	 shortly	 afterwards,	 agreed	 to	
support	 the	 inclusion	 of	 a	 1.5°C	 target	 global	warming	 cap	 in	 the	 Paris	
Agreement,	 in	 line	with	a	 coalition	of	 vulnerable	 countries’	demands	at	

																																																								
installation	of	10,000	pairs	of	shoes	to	represent	people	who	could	not	march	
(Phipps	et	al.,	2015).	For	the	final	day	of	the	conference,	protestors	defied	the	
ban	and	held	a	day	of	action	called	“D12”	(350.org,	2015c;	Lukacs,	2015).	
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COP21	 (CYCC,	 2015a).20	 The	 CYCC’s	 actions	 at	 COP21	 stand	 out	 as	
exemplars	 of	 how	 sustained	 pressure	 and	 clear,	 justice-based	 demands	
from	 the	 base	 can	 have	 the	 power	 to	 translate	 politicians’	 top-down	
rhetoric	into	policy	reality	(New	Internationalist,	2015).		

	
CONCLUSION	
With	concrete	cases	of	direct	actions	from	civil	society	and	policy	actions	
from	 the	 national	 government	 to	 draw	 from,	 contrasting	 the	 ‘problem	
solving’	top-down	frame	and	‘conflict’	bottom-up	frame	helps	to	highlight	
some	of	the	potentials	and	paradoxes	that	arise	from	grassroots	actions	
pressuring	 for	 policy	 change.	 For	 one,	 it	 is	 clear	 from	 the	 direct-action	
cases	 that	 the	 notions	 of	 ‘democratic	 participation’	 and	 the	 role	 of	 the	
state	and	markets	 in	renewable	energy	transitions	are	deeply	contested	
between	the	two	frames.	With	a	better	understanding	of	the	differences	
in	the	two	frames’	theories	of	change,	citizen-led	movements	have	been	
effective	 at	 using	 state	 and	market-led	 policy	 arenas	 to	 push	 a	 justice-
based	 agenda	 by	 demonstrating	 how	 the	 veneer	 of	 a	 cooperative,	
managed	transition	from	the	top	ignores	the	unequal	access	to	resources	
and	power	 of	 third	 sector	 actors	 vis-a-vis	 the	 state.	 To	 illustrate,	 Prime	
Minister	 Trudeau’s	 current	 win-win	 ‘green	 growth’	 discourse	 in	 the	
problem-solving	frame	obscures	and	ignores	the	uneven	impacts	inherent	
in	such	a	transition	that	are	illuminated	by	the	conflict	frame	(Scoones	et	
al.,	 2015,	 p.	 6).	 Indeed,	 there	 is	 serious	 contestation	 from	 activists	 and	
scholars	alike	of	 the	 incompatibility	of	 long-term	sustainability	and	ever	
increasing	economic	growth	(for	example,	 Jackson,	2011).	Would	 ‘green	
growth’	maintain	or	transform	capitalist	patterns	of	resource	distribution	
and	development?	Do	market-based	renewable	energy	policy	mechanisms	
such	as	carbon	pricing	address	these	broader	distributional	and	relational	
questions	 adequately?	 Citizen-led	 frames	 of	 energy	 action	 and	 analysis	
approach	 these	 questions	 by	 analyzing	 the	 systemic	 root	 causes	 of	 the	
need	for	renewable	energy	transitions,	enabling	a	fuller	understanding	of	
the	centrality	of	justice	in	societal	transformations.	On	the	other	hand,	the	
mechanisms	of	a	transition	‘from	below’	led	by	those	most	dispossessed	
by	the	capitalist	energy	model	remain	uncertain	in	the	short	term.	

	
Overall,	 in	 the	 politics	 of	 deciding	 whose	 knowledge	 counts	 as	

legitimate	 knowledge	 about	 energy	 transitions,	 the	 challenge	 for	 social	
movements	 is	 to	 find	 common	 ground	 with	 top-down	 frames	 for	

																																																								
20	In	2009,	20	states	formed	the	Climate	Vulnerable	Forum	to	formally	ask	the	
UNFCC	to	lower	its	global	warming	reduction	target	from	2̊C	to	1.5̊C	(Kite-Powell,	
2015).	
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appropriate	 policy	 prescriptions	 for	 renewable	 energy	 without	
compromising	the	essence	of	justice-based	citizen-led	narratives	of	change	
in	the	process.	Although	the	conflict	frame	pits	the	state	and	market	elites	
against	the	citizen	base,	under	the	current	configuration	of	power	politics	
in	 Canada,	 just	 transition	 narratives	must	 articulate	what	 the	 state	 and	
market’s	 roles	will	be	 in	 implementing	a	citizen-led	definition	of	 justice.	
Finding	 this	 common	 ground	 can	 respond	 to	 the	 call	 by	 Scoones	 et	 al.	
(2015)	that	“there	is	a	need	for	more	inclusive	knowledge	co-production	
in	 order	 to	 increase	 the	 robustness	 and	 credibility	 of	 knowledge	 for	
transformation”	(p.	24).	While	direct	actions	can	be	materially	effective	at	
the	local	level,	social	movement	actors	must	recognize	the	limitations	of	
the	 scalability	 and	 replicability	 of	 context-specific,	 localized	
transformations.	On	the	 international	policy	stage,	the	power	of	citizen-
led	frames	lies	more	in	the	non-material	discursive	sphere,	where	concepts	
of	 justice	can	be	 infused	 into	policy	discourse	and	commitments,	which	
can	subsequently	be	used	to	hold	governments	to	account.	While	the	Paris	
Agreement	 represents	 amazing	 progress	 in	 international	 policy	
cooperation	from	the	top,	what	is	even	more	amazing,	and	where	the	real	
hope	 lies	 for	 translating	 these	 policy	 commitments	 into	 reality,	 are	 the	
actions	 of	 the	 powerful	 and	 diverse	 climate	 justice	 movement	 that	
continues	 to	 lead	 the	 way	 for	 a	 just	 transition	 to	 renewable	 energy	
societies	by	demonstrating	what	global	 solidarity	means	and	by	holding	
our	political	leaders	accountable	to	ambitious	climate	action.		
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INTRODUCTION	
Since	 the	 issue	 first	 entered	 Canadian	 politics,	 Canada’s	 record	 at	
addressing	 climate	 change	 has	 proven	 ineffective.	 Various	 federal	
governments	 have	 committed	 to	 domestic	 greenhouse	 gas	 (GHG)	
reduction	 targets,	but	 failed	 to	match	 this	ambition	with	credible	policy	
frameworks	to	curb	Canada’s	emissions	trajectory	(Sadownik,	et	al.,	2006;	
Harrison,	 2010;	 MacDonald,	 2016).	 Indeed,	 since	 2001,	 Canada	 has	
developed	a	total	of	 five	climate	policy	frameworks,	three	under	Liberal	
leadership	 and	 two	 under	 Conservative	 leadership,	 and	 emissions	 have	
increased	by	twenty	percent	since	1990	(Environment	and	Climate	Change	
Canada,	 2016).	 Broadly,	 these	 frameworks	 prioritized	 information	
campaigns,	 voluntary	 measures	 for	 large	 industrial	 emitters	 and	 soft	
regulations	 over	 stringent	 regulatory	 instruments	 or	 carbon	 pricing	
schemes	that	are	necessary	to	mitigate	emissions	growth	(Sadownik,	et	al.,	
2006;	Jaccard,	2007).	
	
	 Since	 the	 Trudeau	 Liberals	 earned	 a	 majority	 government	 in	
October	 2015,	 the	 energy	 and	 climate	 policy	 domain	 has	 undertaken	 a	
dramatic	 shift	 in	 direction	 compared	 to	 past	 federal	 governments.	 For	
example,	the	previous	Conservative	government	showed	a	mistrust	of	the	
United	 Nations	 Framework	 Convention	 on	 Climate	 Change	 (UNFCCC)	
process,	discounted	 the	seriousness	of	climate	change	as	a	policy	 issue,	
prioritized	 economic	 growth	 from	 Canada’s	 oil	 and	 gas	 sector	 against	
environmental	 policy,	 and	 refused	 to	 coordinate	 with	 provincial	
counterparts	 to	 develop	 a	 national	 climate	 plan	 (MacDonald,	 2016).		
Meanwhile,	 the	 Liberal	 governments	 of	 Jean	 Chretien	 and	 Paul	Martin	
failed	to	 implement	effective	climate	policy	out	of	concern	for	Canada’s	
economic	growth	and	competition	with	the	United	States.		
	
	 The	 Trudeau	 government	 actively	 engaged	 provincial	
counterparts	to	design	the	Pan	Canadian	Framework	on	Clean	Growth	and	
Climate	 Change	 (PCF).	 The	 PCF	 puts	 in	 place	 a	 federal	 climate	 policy	
framework	 that	 focuses	 on	 four	 pillars:	 pricing	 carbon	 pollution,	
complementary	 measures	 to	 further	 reduce	 emissions	 across	 the	
economy,	measures	to	adapt	to	the	impacts	of	climate	change	and	build	
resilience,	 and	 new	 investments	 to	 accelerate	 innovation	 and	 support	
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clean	technology	and	green	infrastructure	(Government	of	Canada,	2016).	
Many	of	 the	 commitments	 in	 the	PCF	 are	 firsts	with	 respect	 to	 climate	
policy	 in	 Canada,	 including	 the	 government’s	 commitment	 to	 federal	
carbon	pricing,	phasing	out	coal	fired	electricity	generation	by	2030,	and	
starting	 a	 clean	 technology	 innovation	 agenda	 (Government	 of	 Canada,	
2016).	Leading	up	to	 the	PCF,	 the	 federal	government	 invited	provincial	
and	territorial	counterparts	to	actively	participate	in	the	UNFCCC	COP	21	
Paris	Agreement	and	convened	Premiers	for	the	Vancouver	Declaration,	
which	 established	 intergovernmental	 working	 groups	 in	 the	 four	 policy	
areas	 mentioned	 above.	 This	 level	 of	 engagement	 and	 collaboration	
between	 the	 provinces	 and	 federal	 government	 is	 unprecedented	 in	
recent	 times,	 as	 provinces	 have	 historically	 led	 initiatives	 to	 address	
climate	 change	 during	 the	 sustained	 period	 of	 federal	 inaction	
(MacDonald,	2016).	
	
	 Hall	 (1997)	 argues	 it	 is	 important	 to	 understand	 the	 political	
process	 behind	 policy	 making	 to	 understand	 how	 and	 why	 certain	
government	policies	 are	designed.	 Identifying	 three	 important	 variables	
critical	in	the	policy	making	process–	institutions,	interests,	and	ideas	–	Hall	
(1997)	 presents	 an	 analytical	 framework	 that	 can	 be	 adapted	 to	
understand	how	these	variables	influence	the	design	and	implementation	
of	 public	 policies	 across	 areas.	 Researchers	 have	 applied	 this	 analytical	
approach	to	understand	the	domestic	climate	implementation	efforts	of	a	
diverse	set	of	governments,	yielding	insights	 into	factors	that	 impede	or	
facilitate	 the	 successful	 adoption	 of	 climate	 policy	 (Harrison,	 2010;	
Keohane	&	Victor,	2016;	Cass,	2008;	Purdon,	2015;	Hall,	1997).	Given	the	
pattern	 of	 federal	 ineptitude	 in	 Canada,	 analysis	 to	 date	 has	 provided	
insights	 on	 how	 and	 why	 Canada	 has	 failed	 to	 take	 meaningful	 action	
domestically,	 but	 has	 successfully	 ratified	 agreements	 internationally	
(Harrison,	2010).	
	
	 This	 paper	 seeks	 to	 understand	 how	 the	 Trudeau	 government	
produced	coordination	in	the	climate	and	energy	policy	domain	not	seen	
before	in	Canada	from	its	election	in	October	2015	to	the	signing	of	the	
PCF	 in	December	2016	and	release	of	Budget	2017	 in	March.	The	paper	
will	 approach	 this	 question	 by	 adopting	 Hall’s	 analytical	 approach	 and	
examining	 three	 variables	 in	 Canada’s	 political	 system:	 institutions,	
interests,	 and	 ideas.	 Previous	 researchers	 have	 adopted	 similar	
approaches	 using	 these	 variables	 to	 provide	 insights	 into	why	 different	
federal	 governments	 have	 failed	 to	 take	 meaningful	 action	 on	 climate	
change	(Lachapelle,	Borick,	&	Rabe,	2012;	Harrison,	2007;	Harrison,	2010;	
MacDonald,	2016;	Cass,	2008).	To	date,	however,	an	approach	using	these	
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variables	has	not	been	applied	to	explain	the	most	recent	developments	
in	Canada’s	climate	policy	domain.	This	paper	seeks	to	fill	this	extant	gap.		
	
	 It	 finds	 all	 three	 variables	 are	 important	 to	 consider	 when	
understanding	the	success	of	the	PCF	process.	The	Trudeau	government	
successfully	 navigated	 Canada’s	 decentralized	 federal	 structure	 and	
actively	 engaged	 provinces	 before	 the	 PCF	 was	 signed.	 Moreover,	 the	
government	exercised	its	executive	and	legislative	authority	to	backstop	
provincial	 policies.	 The	 interests	 of	 provinces,	 namely	 Alberta,	 were	
different	during	the	negotiating	and	signing	of	the	PCF	than	 in	Canada’s	
past.	 Traditionally,	 Alberta	 has	 resisted	 the	 development	 of	 a	 national,	
coordinated	 climate	 policy;	 preferring	 that	 each	 provincial	 government	
develops	its	own	climate	change	policy	without	regard	to	what	the	others	
were	doing	(MacDonald,	2016).	With	the	largest	hydrocarbon	producing	
province	 participating,	 and	 having	 developed	 its	 own	 climate	 policy	
framework	 before	 the	 PCF	 process	 began,	 the	 starting	 point	 for	
negotiations	was	closer	to	a	desired	outcome	than	past	attempts	at	federal	
engagement	on	climate	change.	Lastly,	the	ideas	and	personal	motivations	
of	Trudeau	and	his	cabinet	members	appear	to	have	shaped	the	design	of	
the	PCF.	Elected	officials	responsible	for	the	process	accepted	the	scientific	
evidence	 of	 climate	 change	 and	 registered	 them	 as	 a	 policy	 problem.	
Further,	in	a	departure	from	the	previous	Conservative	government,	they	
reframed	 climate	 change	 as	 an	 opportunity	 to	 spur	 economic	 growth	
rather	than	viewing	progress	as	an	economic	cost.	
	

The	 paper	 is	 structured	 as	 follows.	 The	 first	 section	 will	 detail	 the	
analytical	 framework	 and	 explain	 how	 it	 applies	 to	 the	 climate	 policy	
domain	 in	 Canada.	 Given	 the	 shared	 responsibility	 over	 energy	 and	
environmental	 policy	 in	 Canada,	 this	 section	 will	 capture	 federal	 and	
provincial	issues.	The	second	section	will	summarize	Canada’s	most	recent	
approach	to	climate	policy	in	the	PCF	process	and	outline	how	this	federal	
framework	 is	 more	 ambitious	 and	 collaborative	 than	 previous	 federal	
efforts.	Section	three	applies	the	analytical	framework	to	the	PCF	process.	
This	 section	 concludes	with	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 key	 findings	 that	 shaped	
Canada’s	approach	to	 the	PCF	and	outlines	how	 it	differs	 from	previous	
approaches.	

	
POLITICAL	INSTITUTIONS	
Due	 to	 their	 formal	 nature	 and	 measurable	 impact	 on	 policy	 making,	
political	 institutions	 are	 often	 the	 starting	 point	 for	 domestic	 climate	
change	 research	 (Purdon,	 2015).	 Institutional	 analysis	 locates	 the	main	
causal	factors	behind	climate	policy	in	the	organizational	structures	of	the	
political	economy	being	examined	(Hall,	1997).	Formal	institutions	create	
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the	rules	when	it	comes	to	policy	making	and	produce	a	combination	of	
sanctions	 and	 incentives	 that	 shape	 decision	 making	 (Hall,	 1997).	 In	
Canada’s	 political	 system,	 the	 two	 institutions	most	 relevant	 to	 climate	
policy	 are	 parliamentary	 governance	 and	 federalism	 (Harrison,	 2010;	
MacDonald,	 2016;	 Purdon,	 2015).	 Canada’s	 parliamentary	 system,	 in	
combination	with	a	first-past-the-post	electoral	system,	can	theoretically	
lay	the	ground	work	for	decisive	action	on	climate	change.	With	a	majority	
government,	 the	 merging	 of	 executive	 and	 legislative	 authority,	 and	
political	 convention	 of	 voting	 along	 party	 lines	 in	 parliament,	 decision	
making	 power	 is	 concentrated	 with	 the	 Prime	 Minister	 and	 cabinet	
members.	With	 a	 majority	 government	 in	 place,	 a	 federal	 government	
arguably	has	significant	authority	to	design	and	implement	climate	policy	
in	 Canada,	 and	 could	 use	 its	 powers	 concerning	 taxation,	 trade	 and	
criminal	law	to	create	a	substantive	climate	policy	framework	with	decisive	
action,	prompting	provinces	 to	 follow	 (Harrison,	 2010;	Chalifour,	 2016).	
Conversely,	with	 a	minority	 government,	 parliamentary	 governance	 can	
create	a	policy	impasse	for	a	government	seeking	to	take	decisive	action	
on	climate	change	if	it	does	not	have	a	majority	to	pass	policy	(Harrison,	
2010).	
	
	 Canada	is	one	of	the	most	decentralized	federations	in	the	world	
with	provinces	and	the	federal	government	sharing	responsibility	in	many	
policy	areas.	Regarding	climate	policy,	the	federal	government	has	powers	
concerning	taxation,	trade,	criminal	law	and	constitutional	jurisdiction	to	
directly	 regulate	 GHG	 emissions	 and	 other	 pollutants,	 and	 negotiate	
international	 agreements	 (Harrison,	 2010;	 Chalifour,	 2016).	 Provincial	
governments	 have	 ownership	 over	 natural	 resources	 most	 relevant	 to	
climate	policy,	 including	oil,	 gas	 and	 coal,	 and	 forest	 sinks	 and	 sites	 for	
generation	 of	 electricity	 (Harrison,	 2010).	 Provincial	 governments	 also	
have	authority	over	local	issues,	such	as	building	codes	and	transportation,	
which	 are	 important	 parts	 of	 any	 greenhouse	 gas	 mitigation	 strategy.	
Taking	 this	 into	 consideration,	 MacDonald	 (2016)	 argues	 that	 climate	
policy	 applied	 to	 the	 whole	 country	 is	 an	 area	 of	 both	 federal	 and	
provincial	 jurisdiction,	 and	 can	 only	 be	 developed	 through	 negotiating	
agreements	among	all	parties	involved	in	the	process.	Federal-provincial	
decisions	 are	 usually	 made	 by	 consensus,	 and	 since	 any	 province	 may	
choose	not	to	participate,	the	effectiveness	of	policy	is	diluted	down	to	the	
level	 which	 all	 will	 accept.	 In	 the	 consensus	 making	 process,	
implementation	 is	 also	 weak,	 since	 there	 are	 few	 checks	 upon	 a	
government	 which	 does	 not	 fulfill	 its	 commitments,	 unless	 the	 federal	
government	exercises	 its	 constitutional	authority	and	 imposes	policy	on	
that	province	(Harrison,	2010;	MacDonald,	2016).		
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	 Federal	 and	 provincial	 governments	 have	 attempted	 to	
coordinate	and	design	a	federal-provincial	climate	policy	framework	using	
an	institutional	structure	known	as	the	National	Climate	Change	Process	
(NCCP)	(1990-2002)	(MacDonald,	2016).	The	process	came	to	an	end	when	
a	few	provinces,	particularly	Alberta,	objected	to	the	federal	government’s	
decision	to	ratify	the	Kyoto	Protocol	 in	2002.	Alberta	 formally	withdrew	
from	 the	 NCCP	 and	 established	 its	 own	 climate	 target,	 with	 other	
provinces	soon	following.	What	emerged	from	this	breakdown	in	federal-
provincial	 collaboration	was	 eleven	 federal	 and	 provincial	 governments	
developing	 climate	 policy	 unilaterally	 without	 regard	 to	 what	 other	
Canadian	 governments	 were	 doing.	 Canada	 is	 now	 characterized	 by	 a	
patchwork	 of	 provincial	 climate	 policy	 frameworks	 without	 federal	
leadership	 (MacDonald,	 2016;	 Chalifour,	 2016).	 During	 this	 period,	
individual	 provinces	made	 progress	 and	 reduced	 emissions	 below	 1990	
levels;	 notably,	 Quebec	 and	Ontario	 have	 implemented	 effective	 policy	
frameworks	and	have	reduced	emissions	by	7.3%	and	6.4%,	respectively	
(Table	1).		
	
Table	 1	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 Emissions	 by	 Province	 (Author’s	 calculation,	
CANSIM	table	051-0001,	2016	National	Inventory	Report)	
Province/Territory	 2014	

Emissions	
(MTC02eq
/yr)	

Emissions	
growth	
1990-2014	

Share	of	
total	
Canadian	
population	

Share	of	
total	
Canadian	
emissions	
growth	

Newfoundland	
10.6	 10.2%	 1.5%	 0.8%	

Prince	Edward	
Island	 1.8	 -8.3%	 0.4%	 -0.1%	
Nova	Scotia	 16.6	 -17.0%	 2.7%	 -2.8%	
New	Brunswick	 14.9	 -9.1%	 2.1%	 -1.3%	
Quebec	 82.7	 -7.3%	 23.1%	 -5.4%	
Ontario	 170.2	 -6.4%	 38.5%	 -9.7%	
Manitoba	 21.5	 15.0%	 3.6%	 2.3%	
Saskatchewan	 75.5	 67.5%	 3.2%	 25.5%	
Alberta	 273.8	 56.2%	 11.6%	 82.4%	
British	Columbia	 62.9	 19.0%	 13.1%	 8.4%	
Yukon	 0.3	 -50.1%	 0.1%	 -0.2%	
Northwest	
Territories	and	
Nunavut	 1.8	 20.0%	 0.2%	 0.3%	
Canada	 732.4	 19.5%	 100.0%	 100.0%	
	



	88	

Nevertheless,	 to	 be	 successful	 at	 reducing	 Canada’s	 total	
emissions,	 provincial	 and	 federal	 governments	 must	 work	 together.	 As	
indicated	in	Table	1,	emission	reductions	achieved	in	Ontario	and	Quebec	
were	 eroded	 by	 increases	 in	 the	 hydrocarbon	 provinces	 of	 Alberta	 and	
Saskatchewan,	which	were	responsible	for	82.4%	and	25.5%	of	Canada’s	
emissions	 increases	 from	 1990	 to	 2014,	 respectively.	 Without	 a	
coordinated	national	effort	to	reduce	emissions,	there	is	potential	for	the	
progress	of	some	provinces	to	be	undermined	by	a	lack	of	action	in	others.	
This	is	further	complicated	as	the	cost	of	emission	reductions	vary	widely	
between	provinces	(Harrison,	2010).	As	such,	an	important	starting	point	
for	the	adoption	of	a	credible	climate	policy	framework	in	Canada	requires	
successful	coordination	between	the	federal	and	provincial	governments.	
Wherein,	the	federal	government	must	take	a	leading	role	to	allocate	the	
burden	sharing	of	emission	reductions	and	be	willing	to	take	a	risk	by,	at	
least	minimally,	backstopping	provincial	policies	if	provinces	backtrack	on	
their	progress	and	do	not	comply	with	targets	(Hoberg,	2015;	MacDonald,	
2016)	
	
	 Conducting	 institutional	 analysis	 is	 an	 effective	 tool	 to	
understand	 how	 Canada’s	 decentralized	 federation	 and	 parliamentary	
governance	structure	creates	the	broad	rules	for	climate	policy	making	in	
Canada.	However,	researchers	have	identified	that	many	of	the	decisions	
made	 within	 these	 formal	 political	 structures	 are	 contingent	 on	
interactions	with	other	factors	and	recent	literature	examining	the	federal	
approach	 to	 climate	 change	 policy	 in	 Canada,	 and	 the	 United	 States,	
suggests	 that	 political	 institutions	 play	 only	 a	 tertiary	 role	 relative	 to	
political	interests	and	the	ideas	of	policy	makers	(Purdon,	2015).		
	
POLITICAL	INTERESTS	
Political	interests	are	often	more	difficult	to	observe	than	institutions	and	
it	 is	 harder	 still	 to	 measure	 the	 definitive	 impact	 the	 interests	 of	
groups/individuals	have	on	policy	making	 (Hall,	1997).	 Interests	 refer	 to	
what	Hall	 (1997)	defines	as	 the	“real,	material	 interests	of	 the	principal	
actors,	whether	 conceived	 as	 individuals	 or	 groups.”	Given	 the	 sectoral	
and	economic	nature	of	climate	change	as	a	policy	problem,	the	material	
interests	at	play	typically	have	to	do	with	variations	in	costs	and	benefits	
of	 various	 policy	 actions	 across	 actors,	 tensions	 between	 political	 and	
economic	objectives,	trade-offs	between	short	and	long-term	effects,	and	
geographical	variation	in	who	wins	and	who	loses	(Purdon,	2015).	Within	
the	political	economy	of	climate	policy	in	Canada,	Harrison	(2010)	argues	
it	 is	 important	 to	 understand	 both	 the	 interests	 of	 politicians	 (namely	
seeking	re-election)	and	those	of	organized	interest	groups	who	are	most	
likely	to	benefit	(environmental	community)	or	lose	from	climate	change	
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policy	 in	Canada	 (oil	 and	 gas,	manufacturing,	 and	automobiles	 sectors).	
The	relative	influence	of	interest	groups	on	policy	making	will	depend	on	
their	size	and	on	their	claims	to	speak	for	the	interest	of	the	electorate	at	
large	.	As	outlined	previously,	the	energy	and	environmental	policy	domain	
is	an	area	of	shared	jurisdiction	in	Canada’s	federation,	and	each	province	
is	akin	to	its	own	country	when	designing	energy	and	environmental	policy	
(MacDonald,	2016).	Taking	this	into	consideration,	it	is	important	to	view	
each	 province	 as	 an	 interest	 group	 in	 the	 design	 of	 any	 climate	 policy	
framework	 in	Canada	as	they	have	constitutional	authority	to	shape	the	
policy	process.		
	
	 Harrison	 (2010)	 argues	 that	 Canada’s	 business	 community	 has	
successfully	influenced	Canada’s	past	efforts	to	establish	a	federal	climate	
policy	 framework.	 The	 political	 salience	 of	 climate	 policy	 for	 Canada’s	
business	community	is	primarily	due	to	the	fossil-fuel-intensive	nature	of	
Canada’s	economy	(Canada	has	the	third	highest	GHG	emissions	per	capita	
among	 major	 industrialized	 countries)	 and	 Canada’s	 closely	 integrated	
economy	 with	 the	 United	 States,	 which	 accounts	 for	 80	 percent	 of	
Canada’s	exports	and	70	percent	of	imports	(Harrison,	2010;	MacDonald,	
2016).	 In	 this	 context,	 the	 federal	 government	 faced	almost	unanimous	
opposition	 to	 the	 ratification	 of	 the	 Kyoto	 Protocol	 in	 2002	 and	 to	 the	
adoption	 of	 domestic	 mitigation	 policies	 from	 Canada’s	 business	
community	 after	 the	 United	 States	 failed	 to	 ratify	 the	 Kyoto	 Protocol	
domestically	out	of	concern	that	compliance	costs	would	place	their	goods	
at	 a	 competitive	 disadvantage	 in	 North	 American	 markets	 (Harrison,	
2007).	 The	 opposition	 was	 led	 by	 an	 alliance	 of	 important	 business	
associations:	the	Canadian	Council	of	Chief	Executives,	the	leading	voice	of	
big	 business	 in	 Canada;	 Canadian	Manufacturers	 and	 Exporters,	 whose	
members	 account	 for	 90	 percent	 of	 Canadian	 exports;	 the	 Canadian	
Chamber	of	Commerce,	representing	small	and	medium-sized	businesses;	
and	 the	Canadian	Association	of	Petroleum	Producers,	whose	members	
contributed	 significantly	 to	 Canada’s	 economic	 growth	 while	 global	 oil	
prices	steadily	increased	from	2000-2013	(Harrison,	2007).	The	arguments	
and	interests	of	Canada’s	hydrocarbon-based	provinces	follow	closely	with	
those	 put	 forward	 by	 Canada’s	 business	 community;	 arguing	 unilateral	
climate	 policy	 at	 the	 federal	 level	will	 hinder	 economic	 growth,	 due	 to	
government	revenues	and	employment	opportunities	in	these	provinces	
being	 closely	 connected	 to	 the	oil	 and	 gas	 industry	 (MacDonald,	 2016).	
Interestingly,	after	opting	out	of	the	National	Climate	Change	Process	 in	
2002,	Alberta	was	 the	 first	 province	 in	Canada	 to	 enact	 climate	 change	
legislation,	bringing	in	its	Specified	Gas	Emitter	Regulations	which	sets	out	
an	 intensity-based	 standard	 for	 large	 industrial	 emitters.	 MacDonald	
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(2016)	argues	the	policy	framework	was	adopted	to	ward	off	any	threat	of	
a	future	federal	government	regulating	Alberta’s	energy	sources.	
	
	 While	 Canadians	 have	 historically	 been	 supportive	 of	 climate	
action	and	the	implementation	of	domestic	policies	to	reduce	emissions,	
climate	change	–	and	even	more	broadly	the	environment	–	is	rarely	the	
primary	motivation	for	Canadian	voters	when	it	comes	to	federal	elections	
(Harrison,	2010).	Even	during	periods	when	the	environment	and	climate	
change	were	politically	salient,	Canadians’	attention	to	the	environment	
has	 proven	 short-lived	 and	 is	 rarely	 the	 deciding	 factor	 for	 voters	
(Harrison,	 2010).	 For	 example,	 polls	 in	 2006	 indicated	 a	 resurgence	 of	
attention	to	environmental	issues,	with	the	percentage	of	Canadians	citing	
the	environment	as	the	“most	important	issue	facing	Canada”	increasing	
from	 just	 4	 percent	 in	 January	 2006	 to	 26	 percent	 in	 January	 2007.	
However,	as	gasoline	prices	rose	in	early	2008,	the	environment	fell	from	
the	top	of	voters’	minds	in	favour	of	the	economy.	When	a	federal	election	
was	called	in	fall	2008,	the	environment	was	in	third	place	among	public	
priorities	after	the	economy	and	healthcare.	With	the	onset	of	the	global	
economic	crisis	amid	the	election	campaign,	the	environment	effectively	
disappeared	from	voters’	radars,	not	only	weakening	electoral	pressure	for	
action,	 but	 strengthening	 the	 position	 of	 the	 business	 community	 in	
opposing	 emissions	 regulations.	 By	 December	 2008,	 only	 5	 percent	 of	
Canadians	 identified	 the	environment	as	 the	“most	 important	problem”	
facing	 the	 country,	 compared	 to	 53	 percent	 who	 cited	 the	 economy	
(Harrison,	2010).	Taken	together,	the	implementation	of	an	effective	and	
pan-Canadian	 climate	 policy	 framework	 is	 generally	 recognized	 as	 a	
disincentive	for	 federal	politicians	 in	Canada	rather	than	an	 incentive	to	
act,	and	good	climate	policy	often	goes	against	good	politics.	Despite	these	
barriers	to	act,	personally	motivated	politicians	may	choose	to	follow	their	
personal	 ideals	 and	 address	 climate	 change	 through	 effective	 policy	
design.	This	was	the	case	in	2008	when	then	Premier	of	British	Columbia,	
Gordon	Campbell,	went	 against	 the	 advice	of	 his	 cabinet	members	 and	
advisors	and	implemented	a	revenue	neutral	carbon	tax.	The	tax	was	one	
example	of	a	suite	of	measures	introduced	that	year	by	the	Premier	due	
to	 his	 understanding	 of	 the	 issue	 of	 climate	 change	 as	 a	 serious	 policy	
problem	for	British	Columbia	(Jaccard	&	Rhodes,	2013).	
	
POLITICAL	IDEAS	
There	 is	growing	recognition	that	 the	personal	 ideas	and	motivations	of	
politicians	 are	 an	 important	 driver	 of	 policy	 direction	 and	 design,	 and	
political	 scientists	 have	 started	 to	 recognize	 that	 how	 a	 policy	 maker	
approaches	an	 issue	 is	often	shaped	by	preexisting	beliefs	and	personal	
values	(Purdon,	2015).	Goldstein	and	Keohane	(1993)	argue	it	is	important	
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to	distinguish	between	ideas	in	the	form	of	causal	and	principled	beliefs	or	
values.	 For	 climate	 change,	 causal	 ideas	 are	 related	 to	 a	policy	maker’s	
understanding	of	climate	science	and	the	seriousness	of	climate	change	as	
an	environmental	issue.	Before	Stephen	Harper,	the	credibility	and	belief	
in	 climate	 science	 was	 not	 questioned	 by	 politicians	 in	 power	 as	 Jean	
Chretien	and	Paul	Martin	understood	climate	change	was	occurring	due	to	
human	 actions	 and	 did	 not	 undertake	 measures	 to	 undermine	 the	
scientific	validity	of	the	issue	(Harrison,	2010).	While	he	did	not	deny	the	
scientific	 consensus	 that	 anthropogenic	 climate	 change	 was	 occurring,	
Stephen	Harper	 certainly	 undermined	 scientific	 credibility	 in	 Canada	on	
the	issue	and	took	steps	to	sideline	the	scientific	consensus	(MacDonald,	
2016).	 Purdon	 (2015)	 notes	 the	 emerging	 conclusion	 from	 the	 political	
science	literature	is	that	climate	science	has	not	been	as	effective	in	driving	
policy	 because	 of	 the	 different	 ways	 that	 scientific	 ideas	 become	
politicized	 and	 compete	 with	 other	 material	 interests,	 values	 and	
principled	 beliefs.	 The	 real	 challenge	 in	 understanding	 how	 politicians	
design	climate	policy	is	to	understand	the	interaction	between	ideas	about	
climate	 science	 and	 other	 competing	 ideas	 that	 impact	 the	 domestic	
implementation.	The	strongest	set	of	ideas	competing	with	climate	science	
are	those	of	how	an	economy	works	and	how	climate	policy	will	hinder	or	
meet	economic	goals	such	as	growth	or	reduced	inequality	(Purdon,	2015).	
	
	 The	 debate	 between	 economic	 growth	 and	 implementing	 a	
robust	 federal	 climate	 framework	 in	 Canada	 has	 been	 observed	 many	
times.	 For	 example,	 in	 a	 comparative	 study	 of	 Canada	 and	 the	 United	
States,	 Harrison	 (2007)	 argues	 that	 with	 respect	 to	 ideas	 on	 the	
seriousness	 of	 addressing	 climate	 change,	 Canada’s	 international	
reputation	and	commitment	to	strong	global	governance	pushed	Liberal	
Prime	 Ministers	 Jean	 Chretien	 and	 Paul	 Martin	 to	 act	 on	 the	 issue	 by	
signing	the	Kyoto	Protocol	and	enthusiastically	participating	in	the	UNFCCC	
process.	 However,	 both	 leaders	 failed	 at	 domestic	 implementation	
because	of	the	perceived	risk	that	acting	on	climate	change	would	harm	
Canada’s	economic	growth	and	competitiveness	in	relation	to	the	United	
States.	These	beliefs	were	exacerbated	by	institutional	factors	(Alberta	and	
other	provinces	refusing	to	comply	or	negotiate	in	a	decentralized	system)	
and	 interests	 (the	 Canadian	 oil	 and	 gas	 sector	 successfully	 lobbied	 that	
unilateral	action	would	cause	economic	harm	to	Canada).		
	
	 The	 influence	 of	 personal	 ideas	 and	 beliefs	 on	 an	 individual’s	
approach	to	a	policy	issue	is	even	more	starkly	revealed	when	politicians	
are	 replaced	 by	 others	with	 competing	 values.	 The	 election	 of	 Stephen	
Harper	in	2006	demonstrates	the	degree	of	influence	personal	beliefs	can	
have	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 the	 design	 of	 climate	 policy,	 particularly	 when	
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considered	 with	 Canada’s	 political	 institutions	 and	 the	 interests	 of	
Canada’s	business	community	in	lobbying	against	domestic	climate	policy	
(MacDonald,	2016).	The	Harper	government	demonstrated	a	mistrust	of	
the	UNFCCC	process,	discounted	the	seriousness	of	climate	change	as	a	
policy	issue,	prioritized	economic	growth	from	Canada’s	oil	and	gas	sector	
against	 environmental	 policy,	 and	 refused	 to	 coordinate	with	provincial	
counterparts	to	develop	a	national	climate	program.	What	emerged	during	
this	 period	 was	 a	 continuation	 of	 the	 belief	 that	 Canada	 should	 only	
implement	climate	change	policies	in	coordination	with	the	United	States.	
There	were	also	efforts	to	reduce	Canada’s	presence	internationally	on	the	
file	 (MacDonald,	 2016).	After	obtaining	 a	majority	 government	 in	 2011,	
Harper	 further	 acted	 on	 his	 ideological	 and	 political	 interests	 and	
announced	in	December	of	that	year	that	Canada	would	withdraw	from	
the	Kyoto	agreement.	At	international	meetings,	the	Harper	government	
actively	worked	to	prevent	global	progress	on	achieving	the	Kyoto	targets	
(MacDonald,	2016).	
	
THE	PAN-CANADIAN	FRAMEWORK	PROCESS	
Before	 the	October	2015	election,	 the	Trudeau	government	 signaled	 its	
intent	to	make	addressing	climate	change	a	key	priority	with	their	platform	
documents	setting	out	high-level,	yet	bold	commitments	on	the	issue.	The	
platform	 stated	 the	 government	will	 provide	 national	 leadership,	 put	 a	
price	on	carbon,	and	reduce	carbon	pollution.	It	vowed	to	“end	the	cycle	
of	 federal	 parties…	 setting	 arbitrary	 targets	 without	 a	 real	
federal/provincial/territorial	plan	in	place”	(Liberal	Party	of	Canada,	2015).	
Moreover,	the	platform	outlined	early	commitments	to	create	a	$2	billion	
Low	Carbon	Economy	Fund	to	provide	funding	to	provincial-led	projects	
that	 materially	 reduce	 carbon	 emissions,	 create	 a	 Pan-Canadian	
Framework	 on	 Climate	 Change	 that	 would	 establish	 a	 national	 GHG	
emissions	reduction	target,	work	with	provinces	to	outline	how	to	achieve	
this	 target,	 and	phase	out	 subsidies	 for	 the	 fossil	 fuel	 industry	over	 the	
medium-term	 (Liberal	 Party	 of	 Canada,	 2015).	 After	winning	 a	majority	
government,	the	Trudeau	government	embraced	these	platform	promises	
and	 the	 energy	 and	 climate	 policy	 domain	 undertook	 a	 stark	 shift	 in	
direction	when	 compared	 to	 the	Harper	 government.	Over	 a	 14	month	
period,	 the	 government	 engaged	 provincial	 counterparts	 to	 design	 the	
PCF,	 including	 bringing	 provincial	 and	 territorial	 representatives	 to	
participate	 in	 the	 UNFCCC	 COP	 21	 Paris	 Agreement	 and	 convening	
Premiers	 for	 the	 Vancouver	 Declaration.	 The	 PCF	 was	 signed	 by	 all	
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provinces,	except	Saskatchewan	and	Manitoba21,	and	lays	the	groundwork	
for	a	federal	policy	framework	that	focuses	on	four	pillars:	pricing	carbon	
pollution,	 complementary	measures	 to	 further	 reduce	 emissions	 across	
the	economy,	measures	 to	 adapt	 to	 the	 impacts	of	 climate	 change	and	
build	 resilience,	 and	 new	 investments	 to	 accelerate	 innovation	 and	
support	clean	technology	(Government	of	Canada,	2016).	Many	of	these	
commitments	are	firsts	with	respect	to	climate	policy	in	Canada,	including	
the	 government’s	 commitment	 to	 institute	 carbon	 pricing	 across	 the	
country,	phase	out	coal	fired	electricity	generation	by	2030,	and	kick	start	
a	 clean	 technology	 innovation	 agenda	 with	 Budget	 2017’s	 clean	 tech	
commitments	 (Government	 of	 Canada,	 2016).	 The	 following	 section	
applies	Hall’s	analytical	 framework	detailed	above	 to	 these	most	 recent	
developments	in	Canadian	climate	policy.	
	
POLITICAL	 INSTITUTIONS,	 INTERESTS	 AND	 THE	 PAN-CANADIAN	
FRAMEWORK	PROCESS	
Formal	 institutions	create	the	rules	when	it	comes	to	policy	making	and	
produce	 a	 combination	 of	 sanctions	 and	 incentives	 that	 shape	 decision	
making	 (Hall,	 1997).	 In	 Canada’s	 political	 system,	 the	 two	 political	
institutions	most	 relevant	 to	Canadian	climate	policy	are:	parliamentary	
governance	 and	 federalism	 (Harrison,	 2010;	MacDonald,	 2016;	 Purdon,	
2015).	The	Liberal’s	approach	and	navigation	of	these	institutional	“rules”	
differed	 from	 previous	 federal	 governments	 in	 that	 the	 government	
understood	 it	 was	 necessary	 to	 take	 unilateral	 action	 on	 several	 policy	
files,	but	also	consistently	operate	within	Canada’s	decentralized	federal	
system	and	work	closely	with	provinces	to	design	a	framework.		
	
	 Parliamentary	 governance	 can	 theoretically	 set	 the	 stage	 for	
decisive	action	on	climate	or	create	an	impasse	if	an	elected	government	
does	not	have	the	legislative	votes	to	pass	policy	in	parliament.	To	date,	
no	federal	government	has	taken	unilateral	policy	 leadership	on	climate	
change	like	the	Trudeau	government	has.	 In	the	 lead	up	to	the	PCF,	the	
government	announced	several	policy	firsts	at	the	federal	level,	including	
an	 accelerated	 coal	 phase	 out	 by	 2030,	 regulations	 to	 reduce	methane	
emissions	 from	 the	 oil	 and	 gas	 sector	 by	 40-45%	 by	 2025,	 updating	
Canada’s	building	standards	to	allow	for	net-zero	ready	buildings	by	2030,	
a	Clean	Fuel	Standard	 regulation,	and	establishing	pan-Canadian	carbon	
pricing	 starting	 from	 $10/t	 in	 2018	 and	 increasing	 to	 $50/t	 in	 2022,	
ultimately	 covering	 roughly	 70%	 of	 Canada’s	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	

																																																								
21	Saskatchewan	did	not	sign	onto	the	PCF	because	it	is	against	federal	carbon	
pricing;	Manitoba	refused	to	sign	due	to	issues	with	provincial	healthcare	
payments.		
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(Government	of	Canada,	2016).	While	the	details	of	these	policies	are	still	
in	development,	the	Liberal	governments	commitment	and	desire	to	use	
its	 constitutional	 authority	 to	 take	 leadership	 on	 climate	 change	 is	 an	
important	contrast	 to	previous	federal	approaches.	Funding	provided	to	
key	federal	departments	in	Budget	2017,	such	as	Environment	and	Climate	
Canada	and	Transport	Canada,	reaffirm	the	government’s	commitment	to	
implement	 these	policies	 (Department	of	 Finance	Canada,	 2017).	While	
the	federal	government	deserves	praise	for	taking	action	on	these	fronts,	
with	Canada’s	patchwork	of	provincial	 climate	policy	 frameworks,	many	
provinces	have	already	committed	 to	 similar	policies	and	have	arguably	
completed	much	of	the	heavy	 lifting	for	the	federal	government.	British	
Columbia,	Alberta,	Quebec,	and	Ontario	all	have	carbon	pricing	schemes	
in	place	(Government	of	Canada,	2016).	The	electricity	systems	in	three	of	
these	provinces	are	coal-free	and	Alberta	is	currently	in	the	design	phase	
of	its	coal-phase	out	by	2030	(Government	of	Canada,	2016;	Leach,	Adams,	
Cairns,	 Coady,	 &	 Lambert,	 2015).	 British	 Columbia	 and	 Alberta	 have	
committed	to	the	implementation	of	methane	regulations	that	will	reduce	
methane	emissions	from	their	respective	oil	and	gas	sectors	by	40-45%	by	
2025	 (Leach,	 Adams,	 Cairns,	 Coady,	 &	 Lambert,	 2015;	 Government	 of	
British	Columbia,	2016).	Lastly,	Ontario	and	Quebec,	and	to	a	lesser	extent	
British	Columbia	and	Alberta,	have	clean	fuel	standards	and	electric	vehicle	
mandates	 (Government	 of	 Canada,	 2016).	 By	 outlining	 these	 provincial	
commitments,	 the	 intent	 is	 not	 to	 undermine	 the	 action	 of	 the	 federal	
government.	Indeed,	academics	have	argued	federal	leadership	on	policies	
such	as	carbon	pricing	is	necessary	for	a	pan-Canadian	approach	on	climate	
change	to	ensure	efficiency	and	fairness	among	provinces	(Hoberg,	2015).	
The	real	value	of	this	federal	leadership,	however,	is	that	these	regulations	
should	provide	a	federal	backstop	if	provincial	governments	halt	progress	
and	help	maintain	momentum	as	Canada	moves	towards	its	2030	target	
of	 reducing	 emissions	 30%	 below	 2005	 levels	 (Chalifour,	 2016;	 Hoberg,	
2015).		
	
	 MacDonald	(2016)	argues	that	Canada’s	decentralized	federation	
complicates	the	development	of	a	Canadian	climate	policy	framework	for	
several	reasons,	and	that	one	can	only	be	developed	through	negotiating	
agreements	 among	 parties	 involved	 in	 the	 process.	 In	 its	 approach	 to	
designing	 the	 PCF,	 it	 appears	 the	 federal	 government	 recognized	 this	
problem	 and	 engaged	 provincial	 counterparts	 in	 the	 design	 of	 the	
framework	at	 several	 key	points	 in	 the	decision-making	process.	Before	
and	after	COP	21	in	Paris,	where	the	federal	government	committed	to	a	
number	 of	 international	 obligations	 including	 its	 2030	 GHG	 reduction	
target,	 provincial	 environment	ministers	 and	Premiers	met	with	 federal	
counterparts	 to	 discuss	 the	 approach.	 At	 Paris,	 Canada’s	 delegation	
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included	provincial	environment	ministers	and	Premiers,	and	their	policy	
commitments	 were	 actively	 promoted	 to	 other	 national	 governments	
(First	Ministers	of	Canada,	2016).	The	next	milestone	in	the	PCF	process	
was	 the	 signing	 of	 the	 Vancouver	 Declaration	 in	 March	 2016,	 which	
brought	 together	 Premiers	 to	 discuss	 substantive	 commitments	 for	 the	
design	 of	 the	 PCF	 in	 December	 2016.	 In	 terms	 of	 federal-provincial	
collaboration,	the	Vancouver	Declaration	is	unique	because	it	recognized	
the	progress	provinces	made	on	climate	change	to	date	and	commits	the	
federal	 government	 to	 working	 within	 the	 diversity	 of	 provincial	 and	
territorial	economies	to	address	climate	change	through	the	promotion	of	
clean	growth,	mitigation	measures,	and	adaptation	efforts	(First	Ministers	
of	Canada,	2016).		
	
	 As	 much	 as	 the	 Vancouver	 Declaration	 was	 a	 federally-led	
initiative,	 the	 Vancouver	 Declaration	 outlined	 how	 provinces	 and	 the	
federal	 government	 will	 work	 together	 to	 implement	 climate	 change	
policy.	 The	 Vancouver	 Declaration	 also	 launched	 intergovernmental	
working	groups	in	four	policy	areas	that	are	the	primary	pillars	of	the	PCF.	
These	working	 groups	 consisted	 of	 provincial	 and	 federal	 departmental	
officials	and	established	working	relationships	between	key	departments	
in	Canada	 to	 inform	 the	policies	proposed	 in	 the	PCF	 (First	Ministers	of	
Canada,	2016).	Environment	Ministers	met	publicly	before	the	signing	of	
the	 PCF	 in	 October	 2016,	 when	 Trudeau	 simultaneously	 announced	 in	
Parliament,	 Canada’s	 plan	 to	 price	 carbon,	 explaining	 the	 federal	
government’s	plan	to	impose	a	pricing	scheme	on	provinces	that	did	not	
have	a	policy	in	place	by	2018	(Harris,	2016).	This	active	engagement	and	
collaboration	 with	 provincial	 counterparts	 appears	 to	 have	 been	
successful	when	the	PCF	was	finally	signed	in	December	2016,	which	has	
commitment	 from	 all	 provinces	 except	 Saskatchewan	 and	 Manitoba	
(Government	of	Canada,	 2016).	 In	March	2017,	 the	 federal	 budget	was	
released	 showing	 the	 federal	 government	 appears	 to	 have	 stayed	 the	
course	on	its	promises	to	provinces	and	territories	by	following	through	on	
its	 funding	 commitments	 for	 clean	 tech,	 green	 infrastructure,	 and	
adaptation	measures	to	facilitate	the	PCF	process	(Department	of	Finance	
Canada,	2017).		
	
POLITICAL	IDEAS	AND	THE	PAN-CANADIAN	FRAMEWORK	PROCESS	
The	 ideas	 and	 beliefs	 that	 shaped	 Trudeau’s	 and	 his	 cabinet	members’	
approach	 to	designing	 the	PCF	differed	 strongly	 to	any	previous	 federal	
approaches	 to	 federal	climate	policy	 in	Canada.	As	Purdon	 (2015)	notes	
the	emerging	conclusion	from	the	political	science	literature	is	that	climate	
science	has	not	been	as	effective	in	driving	change	as	necessary	because	
of	the	different	ways	that	scientific	ideas	become	politicized	and	compete	
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with	 other	 material	 interests,	 values,	 and	 principled	 beliefs.	 The	 real	
challenge	 in	 understanding	 how	 politicians	 design	 climate	 policy	 is	 to	
understand	 the	 interaction	 between	 ideas	 about	 climate	 science	 and	
competing	ideas	that	may	impact	domestic	implementation.	The	strongest	
set	 of	 ideas	 competing	 with	 climate	 science	 are	 those	 related	 to	 the	
economy	and	how	climate	policy	will	hinder	or	meet	economic	goals	such	
as	 sustained	 growth	 or	 reduced	 inequality	 (Purdon,	 2015).	 The	 Liberal	
government	 continually	 reaffirmed	 its	 belief	 in	 the	 scientific	 consensus	
that	climate	change	is	occurring,	and	understands	it	is	an	area	of	concern	
with	large	costs	to	society	(i.e.,	hinders	economic	growth	and	negatively	
affects	 human	 health	 and	 the	 environment,	 etc).	 What	 differs	 in	 this	
government’s	 approach	 to	 climate	 change	 is	 there	 appears	 to	 be	 a	
paradigm	shift	in	the	way	it	framed	and	approached	the	issue:	as	a	clean	
technology	 and	 economic	 growth	 opportunity,	 rather	 than	 an	 issue	 of	
competiveness	 with	 the	 United	 States	 that	 Harrison	 (2010)	 and	
MacDonald	(2016)	argue	have	weakened	federal	implementation	efforts	
in	Canada’s	past.		
	
	 From	 surveying	 speeches	 and	 the	 text	 of	 federal	 government	
policies	and	commitments,	there	appears	to	be	two	beliefs	that	informed	
the	 reframing	of	 climate	 change	as	 an	 area	of	 economic	opportunity	 in	
Canada.	 First,	 in	 its	 calculus	 of	 whether	 to	 act	 on	 climate	 change,	 the	
current	government	argues	that	without	action	on	the	issue,	the	damages	
of	climate	change	will	slow	economic	growth	in	Canada	and	internationally	
(Government	of	Canada,	2015;	Government	of	Canada,	2016).	The	second	
belief	is	that	mitigation	policies,	through	regulatory	policies	and	spending	
commitments,	 present	 a	 significant	 opportunity	 to	 grow	 Canada’s	
economy.	For	example,	with	the	federal	government’s	most	recent	climate	
change	 policy,	 Budget	 2017	 identifies	 clean	 technology	 and	 green	
infrastructure	 as	 important	 areas	 of	 economic	 growth	 for	 Canada,	 and	
commits	 a	 suite	 of	 spending	 initiatives	 to	 jumpstart	 this	 process	 and	
uphold	commitments	made	by	the	federal	government	to	the	provinces	in	
the	 PCF	 (Department	 of	 Finance	 Canada,	 2017).	 Indeed,	 Budget	 2017	
commits	 $21.9	 billion	 in	 green	 infrastructure	 spending	 split	 into	 three	
categories:	 $9.2	 billion	 in	 bilateral	 agreements	 with	 the	 provinces	 for	
actions	that	decrease	emissions	or	support	renewable	forms	of	energy,	$5	
billion	to	the	proposed	Infrastructure	Bank	for	similar	projects	outlined	in	
the	 provincial	 bilateral	 agreements,	 and	 $2.8	 billion	 over	 11	 years	 for	
national	 programs	 to	 fund	 a	 variety	 of	 clean	 technology	 demonstration	
and	 commercialization	 projects,	 of	which	 $2	 billion	 from	 this	 dedicated	
money	will	be	used	to	create	a	Disaster	Mitigation	and	Adaptation	Fund	to	
support	national,	provincial	and	municipal	infrastructure	required	to	deal	
with	 the	 effects	 of	 a	 changing	 climate	 (Department	 of	 Finance	 Canada,	
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2017).	 It	should	be	noted	that	Trudeau’s	 ideas	on	economic	growth	and	
mitigating	the	 impacts	of	climate	change	still	 include	allowing	fossil	 fuel	
development,	which	has	 resulted	 in	backlash	 from	some	environmental	
and	Indigenous	communities	in	Canada.	At	the	Globe	Conference	on	clean	
technology,	 and	 before	 formally	 convening	 Premiers	 for	 the	 Vancouver	
Declaration	 in	March	2016,	Trudeau	outlined	his	approach	 to	 fossil	 fuel	
development	 in	 the	 PCF	 process,	 stating	 that	 “The	 choice	 between	
pipelines	and	wind	turbines	is	a	false	one.	We	need	both	to	reach	our	goal,	
and	as	we	continue	to	ensure	there	is	a	market	for	our	natural	resources,	
our	 deepening	 commitment	 to	 a	 cleaner	 future	 will	 be	 a	 valuable	
advantage.”	 	 (Smith,	 2016).	 Following	 the	 Vancouver	 Declaration,	 the	
government	has	approved	three	major	fossil	fuel	infrastructure	projects,	
including	 the	 $11.4	 billion	 Pacific	 NorthWest	 LNG	 project	 in	 British	
Columbia	 (Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Agency,	2016),	 the	$4.8	
billion	 Line	3	Pipeline	Replacement	Project	which	 runs	 from	Edmonton,	
Alberta	to	Gretna,	Manitoba	(Natural	Resources	Canada,	2016),	and	the	
$6.8	billion	Trans	Mountain	Expansion	Project	which	runs	from	Edmonton,	
Alberta	to	Burnaby,	British	Columbia	(Natural	Resources	Canada,	2016).		
	
	 While	arguably	not	as	 important	 to	achieving	 federal-provincial	
consensus	 in	 support	 of	 a	 climate	 policy	 framework,	 other	 ideas	 were	
clearly	 a	 driving	 force	 behind	 the	 design	 of	 the	 PCF	 and	 personal	
commitment	of	the	Prime	Minister	in	ensuring	the	process	was	successful.	
One	of	Trudeau’s	personal	commitments	during	the	election	was	restoring	
Canada’s	 relationship	 with	 Indigenous	 groups	 and	 establishing	 a	 new	
nation-to-nation	 relationship	 with	 groups	 in	 Canada	 (Government	 of	
Canada,	 2016).	 The	 PCF	 process	 creates	 an	 important	 space	 for	 the	
government	to	fulfill	this	commitment	with	Indigenous	groups.	Indigenous	
groups,	 represented	 by	 the	 Assembly	 of	 First	 Nations,	 Metis	 National	
Council,	and	Inuit	Tapiriit	Kanatami,	participated	in	the	development	of	the	
four	working	group	reports	and	were	given	equal	voices	to	provinces	in	the	
development	of	the	PCF.	As	a	result,	the	PCF	will	establish	three	tables	with	
these	national	Indigenous	groups	to	continue	developments	under	the	PCF	
and	address	how	policy	commitments	and	funding	can	be	used	to	address	
the	 concerns	 of	 Indigenous	 groups	 in	 Canada	 (Government	 of	 Canada,	
2016).	While	this	does	little	to	achieve	consensus	on	policy	issues	that	are	
primarily	federal-provincial	jurisdiction,	the	recognition	and	commitment	
to	 restoring	 Canada’s	 relationship	 with	 Indigenous	 groups	 was	 an	
important	driver	behind	the	process.			
	
CONCLUSION	
In	 summary,	 this	 paper	 adopts	 Hall’s	 (1997)	 analytical	 framework	 to	
understand	 how	 the	 Trudeau	 government	 successfully	 implemented	 a	
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federal	climate	change	policy	framework	in	Canada	with	the	signing	of	the	
Pan	Canadian	Framework	on	Clean	Growth	and	Climate	Change.	 It	 finds	
that	 all	 three	 variables	 identified	 by	 Hall,	 highlighted	 throughout	 the	
paper,	are	important	to	consider	when	understanding	the	success	of	the	
PCF	 process.	 Between	 2015	 and	 2017,	 the	 Trudeau	 government	
successfully	 navigated	 Canada’s	 decentralized	 federal	 structure	 and	
actively	engaged	provinces	before	the	PCF	was	signed.	Moreover,	unlike	
previous	 federal	 governments,	 the	 government	 took	 federal	 leadership	
seriously	and	exercised	its	authority	to	backstop	provincial	plans	and	has	
committed	 to	 using	 its	 spending	 powers	 in	 the	 most	 recent	 budget	 to	
promote	 further	 provincial	 action.	 The	 interests	 of	 provinces,	 namely	
Alberta,	were	different	during	the	negotiating	and	signing	of	the	PCF	than	
in	 Canada’s	 past.	 Normally,	 Alberta	 has	 resisted	 the	 development	 of	 a	
national,	 coordinated	 climate	 policy	 framework.	 While	 not	 without	
challenges,	with	the	largest	oil	and	gas	producing	province	on	board	and	
having	 developed	 its	 own	 climate	 policy	 framework	 before	 the	 PCF	
process,	 the	 starting	 point	 for	 negotiations	 was	 closer	 to	 a	 desired	
outcome.	The	ideas	and	personal	motivations	of	Trudeau	and	his	cabinet	
members	 undoubtedly	 shaped	 the	 design	 of	 the	 PCF.	 Not	 only	 did	 the	
government	 accept	 the	 scientific	 evidence	 and	 understand	 the	 issue	 of	
climate	change	as	a	policy	problem,	they	reframed	climate	change	as	an	
opportunity	to	spur	economic	growth	rather	than	viewing	progress	as	an	
impending	 economic	 cost.	 The	 PCF	 also	 helped	 to	 fulfill	 the	 Liberal	
government’s	 commitment	 to	 renewing	 Canada’s	 relationship	 with	
Indigenous	Peoples.	Taken	together,	these	factors	led	to	the	signing	of	the	
PCF.	An	important	factor,	however,	on	the	future	success	of	the	PCF	is	the	
potential	 impact	 of	 President	 Trump’s	 recent	 commitments	 to	 unravel	
many	of	the	climate	policies	set	up	by	Barack	Obama.	Looking	forward	this	
may	 be	 the	 strongest	 external	 influence	 that	 forces	 the	 Trudeau	
government	to	hold	back	or	weaken	policy	commitments.	
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