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CHAIR’S FOREWORD

When my former boss and mentor Tom Axworthy asked me to chair this taskforce, I felt both honoured and daunted. I had just given birth to my first baby and was not certain how my sleep-deprived self would manage to draft and coordinate multiple inputs into a report which would cover complex and important issues. Ultimately, my desire to contribute overpowered my sense of apprehension for two key reasons.

First, I am a proud and committed Liberal – working at all levels from my riding association and provincial wing of the Party to having served as a senior policy advisor to a Liberal Cabinet Minister and the Prime Minister’s Office. In the wake of our electoral defeat, I was determined to do my part to rebuild and renew the Liberal Party of Canada, particularly in my native Québec. Renewal will come in many forms, but I believe that a fundamental part of this effort must involve presenting Canadians with a clear and compelling articulation of Liberal values and policies for the 21st Century. 

The conventional approach of balancing economic priorities against environmental and social imperatives in a false zero-sum game is undermining the long-term prosperity of the country and the planet. Liberals should take the lead in developing and implementing policies based on the understanding that a sustainable and vibrant economy is inextricably linked to healthy people and a healthy environment.

Canadians support fiscal responsibility combined with social justice; we continue to demand investment in health and education; and we expect the quality of our environment to be maintained and indeed improved. These values and priorities can be linked into a coherent whole through a set of high-level national objectives for strengthening these essential elements of Canadian well-being. To this end, I would argue that sustainable development – economic prosperity, social justice and environmental protection  – should become the “triple bottom line” for all Liberal policies both at home and abroad. Environmental sustainability in particular must be front and centre in our efforts to recapture the imagination, respect and confidence of Canadians. 

In addition to my commitment to Liberal renewal, there was a second reason for taking on this particular taskforce. I am a passionate environmentalist whose involvement dates to founding Student Action for a Viable Environment (SAVE) in the 1980s and onto the Rio Earth Summit in 1992. There, I had the opportunity to serve as one of two “world youth ambassadors” (appointed by summit convener and Canadian statesman Maurice Strong) as well as an official member of the Canadian delegation. At that conference, Canada was universally regarded as a leader: we were one of the first OECD countries to sign on to global treaties on biodiversity and climate change. Our Canadian delegation – headed by Progressive Conservative Prime Minister Brian Mulroney and Environment Minister Jean Charest along with Paul Martin (as Liberal Environment Critic) and Elizabeth May – was itself a model of national cooperation on environmental matters. In truth, this collaboration occurred at a time when most environmental agreements were vague enough that they did not require much immediate action from their signatories. However, as these treaties become further operationalized through legally binding sub-agreements (or “protocols”), Canada’s commitment requires the fulfillment of specific targets and timetables. Indeed, the age of the environmental photo-op is well and truly over – urgent action is overdue.

While Liberals were instrumental in bringing environmental protection to the national agenda and in formulating early government action, we did not do enough, soon enough, to translate our good environmental intentions into concrete action, particularly on the critical issue of climate change. Under Prime Minister Chrétien, Canada signed the Kyoto Protocol in 1998 and ratified it in 2002. This four-year period involved rounds of consultations resulting in a series of plans – each building on previous ones by promoting new technologies as their technical and economic merit firmed up. However, it was not until 2005 that sufficient measures were proposed to approach meeting the Kyoto targets. In the end, following the protracted consultations and a succession of climate change plans (each an improvement on the previous one, but still incomplete), the Liberal government produced a made-in-Canada action plan to meet our Kyoto targets – and did so within weeks of the Protocol’s entry into force in February 2005. 
While the Liberal government was creating this plan, the Conservative Party (in all of its previous incarnations) was decidedly not supportive of greenhouse gas reduction efforts. It derided any significant action to reduce emissions, and called into question the science on climate change long after the vast majority of the world’s leading atmospheric experts called for urgent action.
Now, much of the momentum generated by the Liberal government has been lost. In power, the Conservatives have rejected outright the accumulated efforts and hard-won lessons of the past several years – and without, as yet, an effective alternative. Worse still, the Conservative government has abandoned Canada’s Kyoto targets, shirking international and domestic responsibility. It is perhaps the only instance in Canada’s history in which our national government has reneged on an international treaty. 
At the time of this report’s completion, some 180 countries convened in Nairobi for the 12th UN climate change conference. There, Canada‘s Conservative Environment Minister, Rona Ambrose, came under fire from the UN, other countries and environmentalists alike: UN Secretary General Kofi Annan told reporters that those countries who would deny global warming or delay taking action against it are "out of step" and "out of time"; France suggested that Canada should be the target of an import tax because of our refusal to sign on to a second phase of the Kyoto Protocol; and an international coalition of environmental groups repeatedly bestowed Minister Ambrose with the dubious “fossil of the day” award, and ranked Canada as 52 of 56 countries in terms of action to combat climate change. Ms. Ambrose’s own performance has been a failure domestically and a public embarrassment internationally. In her brief address at the Nairobi conference, Minister Ambrose launched a partisan attack blaming the previous Liberal government for the shortcomings of her own tenure in office; she made no reference to her own government’s rejection of Canada’s Kyoto targets or the failure of her own proposed environmental legislation, which has been sent to a Parliamentary Committee for an extreme makeover. So ineffectual is the Conservative government’s so-called “Clean Air Act” that it earned Canada the second-last spot in a comparative study of policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the 56 top carbon-emitting nations. Similarly, the Conservative government’s recent proposal to control toxic substances falls far short of the comprehensive solution we need to rid the environment of these dangerous compounds.
Canada must urgently shift from inspiring global ridicule to inspiring global action. While rhetoric and good intentions will not address our major environmental challenges, neither will denial or duplicity. Policy innovation, clarity and real leadership are the order of the day. 
While there is much more we need to understand – both in science and economics – we know enough now to be clear about the magnitude of the risks, the timescale for action and how to act effectively…. This disaster is not set to happen in some science fiction future many years ahead, but in our lifetime… These are not my words, but those of former World Bank chief economist and now head of Her Majesty’s Economic Service, Sir Nicholas Stern, in his recent global review on the Economics of Climate Change.

My own sense of urgency has been heightened by two parallel events: the birth of my son (cause for much celebration) and the election of the Harper government (cause for much consternation). After being ignored in the last election, the environment has finally found its rightful place as a top priority of Canadians. It will be a deciding factor in the next federal election. 

Liberals must help Canada reclaim its historic role as an environmental leader by providing a compelling vision and action plan for a sustainable future that will inspire and mobilize Canadians to build an innovative 21st century economy that protects human health and our environment. 

The stakes could not be higher: This really is about the future of our planet and the well-being of our children and grandchildren. And so, I dedicate this report to my son Jack. 
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I am most grateful for the breadth of ideas and depth of input from leading Canadian and international experts, Liberals (rank-and-file members, caucus, and various leadership camps – all of whom were invited to share their views) as well as concerned Canadians. Paul Beckwith, a concerned citizen who submitted an excellent slide show on the science and effects of climate change in Canada, best demonstrates the spirit of this report: “I have done this work independent of any organization. I am just a concerned citizen with a science background and three young kids, and I want these kids to have a future.”

Notwithstanding the tremendous input of countless people, I am ultimately responsible for the content of this document. This discussion paper does not purport to be comprehensive: it cannot begin to address every environmental issue at every level – local, national and global. In addition to detailing how to translate the rhetoric of sustainability into a reality, this report pays particular attention to curbing climate change. If we do not succeed in meeting that challenge, all our efforts to solve other problems – health, poverty, security – are doomed to fail. 

Given its interim nature, I hope that this report will serve as a basis for further development and deliberation among Canadians, and Liberals in particular.
Désirée M. McGraw, Montréal, 16 November 2006 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Each age confronts Canadians with particular challenges. In the 1970s, under the leadership of Pierre Trudeau, Canadians demonstrated that we could embrace diversity while respecting the rights of our society’s most vulnerable members. In the 1990s, under the leadership of Jean Chrétien and Paul Martin, Canadians proved that we could muster the massive public will needed to tackle our seemingly intractable federal deficit. We embraced some short-term gain for long-term pain. Ten years later, we can already see the benefits of the fiscal policies of the 1990s: low interest rates, a strong loonie, and sustained growth.

We are now calling upon Canadians to mobilize that same political will to address our national environmental deficit. We must ensure that in addition to being a just and productive society, we must become a sustainable society. This Taskforce Report lays out environmental and sustainable development priorities for the Liberal Party and, soon, a Liberal Government. It is focused on six key fronts for market-friendly and policy-driven action:

· A national strategy for sustainability. We need to ensure that sustainability is the key organizing principle for all federal government policy, planning and programs. To do so, we need to set clear objectives, organize our governmental institutions to achieve these goals, and monitor a practical set of indicators (measuring ecological, social and human capital in addition to traditional economic indicators) to assess our progress. Environmental and sustainability criteria should guide all decisions in the private and public sectors, including the federal budget; the tax system and financial incentives should be employed to advance environmental goals.  National action should also aim to support Canada’s international environmental and development commitments in a concrete, timely and decisive manner.

· Reducing our contribution to climate change. Global warming is already having an impact in Canada. Climate change is also causing droughts, storms and floods that displace millions of people in developing countries. To avoid dangerous human-made climate change, we must not only fulfill our immediate commitments under the Kyoto Protocol, but adopt deep cuts to greenhouse gas emissions in the medium- and long-term through energy conservation, energy efficiency and cleaner energy sources. Canada should adopt a climate and energy action plan that engages all levels of government as well as citizens, corporations and other countries through a broad range of regulatory, financial and fiscal measures complemented by targeted investments in infrastructure, research and technology.
· Guaranteeing clean and reliable energy. Canada’s energy generation and distribution systems must be made more efficient, effective, and reliable: they pollute too much, fail too often, and are unprepared for Canada’s growing population and burgeoning industrial needs.

· Controlling and eliminating pollution. Toxic pollutants are present in dangerous concentrations in Canadians’ bodies, food and consumer goods, as well as our wildlife, air and water. In many cases, the long-term effects of these pollutants are at best unknown and at worst life-threatening. We must act to phase out the most toxic chemicals and strengthen Canada’s overarching pollution law, the Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA) by: requiring more ambitious deadlines for each stage of the regulatory process from assessment to management of potentially harmful substances; requiring industry to show that new and existing substances are safe before they are introduced into products, markets and the environment; regulating potentially harmful substances in consumer products; and protecting specific vulnerable ecosystems, such as the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence basin, where 45% of Canada’s toxic air pollution is generated and causes disproportionate harm. In addition to strengthening CEPA, the federal government should establish mandatory Canadian vehicle and engine fuel efficiency standards that meet or exceed the leading standards in North America (currently California and several northern US states); Canadians will save money at the pump and at the same time reduce emissions that contribute to smog. 
· Saving endangered species and habitats. Many endangered species — both plants and animals — require complex and large natural habitats to survive. Our stewardship of Canada’s vast lands should ensure that endangered species and ecosystems can survive and thrive, that Canadians will always have wild places, and that the our forests and oceans will continue to sustain us.

· Protecting our pristine water resources from overuse and exploitation. Our lakes, rivers and oceans are under stress. We have to put an end to the embarrassment of untreated sewage effluent and must clean up existing pollution. We must consider entire watersheds when making decisions about water use, price water properly by ending un-metered consumption, and take a clear position against water exports. 
Concerted action in these areas would ensure that Canada protects its enviable quality of life and guards it for future generations — the hallmark of sustainable development. In short, sustainability — economic prosperity, social justice and environmental protection — should become the triple bottom line for all Liberal policies, both at home and in our international engagements. Sustainability is not just an environmental imperative, but done right, it is also an economic opportunity. The renewed Liberal Party can provide a plan for meeting this challenge. This Taskforce Report lays out a roadmap for doing so. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Liberal Party of Canada and soon a Liberal government should be guided by the following recommendations, Toward a Sustainable Society. 

I.
SUSTAINABILITY 

· Sustainable development (SD) – which balances economic prosperity, social justice and environmental protection – should become the triple bottom line for all Liberal policies both at home and abroad.
· In the next election, the Liberal Party should present an integrated platform on sustainable development to Canadians.
· A Liberal government should adopt sustainable development as the central organizing principle for planning, policy and programs.
Adopt a National Sustainability Strategy 

· Present clear objectives with measurable and quantifiable targets based on the precautionary principle (i.e., an action, substance or process must be proven environmentally safe prior to being used) when our knowledge about health and environmental impacts is incomplete;
· Adopt clear timetables for implementation of strategic objectives over the short-term, medium-term and long-term;
· Employ an appropriate mix of effective policy tools, including fiscal, financial and regulatory policies;
· Ensure consistency in government policy (both across sectors and jurisdictions); 
· Adopt monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the strategy is implemented expeditiously; and
· Guarantee adequate resources to deliver on sustainability goals.
Translate Sustainable Development into the Machinery and Policy of Government
· Ensure leadership by the Prime Minister, with the assistance of a special advisor with political responsibility for SD.
· Create a special Cabinet Committee on SD with a supporting Privy Council Office (PCO) secretariat.
· Mandate that all Cabinet discussions and decisions reflect a real balance between economic prosperity, social justice and environmental protection.
· Involve all departments, each reporting on strategic outcomes in the context of specific targets and performance measures. 
· Strengthen the role and capacity of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development.
· Establish an external advisory structure through a broadened and revitalized National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy (NRTEE).
Adopt Sustainable Development Indicators of National Progress

· The Government of Canada should regularly generate and report on a small set of SD indicators. Statistics Canada should publish annually six easily understood, credible indicators in two broad areas: natural capital (an air quality trend indicator, a freshwater quality indicator, a greenhouse gas emissions indicator, a forest cover indicator, and a wetlands indicator) and human capital (educational attainment). 
· The Minister of Finance should incorporate SD indicators into the federal budget statement to complement existing economic indicators. To this end, the Finance Minister’s annual budget should report on a reasonable set of social and environmental indicators alongside macro-economic indicators such as GDP. 

· Work should be commissioned to further develop and adopt other human capital and social capital indicators in addition to the six SD indicators (five ecological and one human capital) developed through the NRTEE process. For example, the health of Canada’s population is a key part of our human capital. A robust and internationally accepted indicator, which integrates many social, economic and environmental factors contributing to health status, already exists: Health-adjusted Life Expectancy, which would serve as an excellent Health Indicator. 

· The System of National Accounts should be expanded to include more detailed information on natural, human and, over time, social capital in order to complement the above small set of natural and human capital indicators with a more complete national accounting system. This will provide comprehensive information about the full range of Canada’s assets as the basis for future development of the country and for maintenance of our social well-being and environmental health. 

· National environmental information systems should be improved by working with all levels of government to enhance the quantity and quality of environmental information. The Canadian Information System for the Environment should play a central role in coordinating the provision of this information.

· Additional investments should be made in the following line departments responsible for collecting and analyzing these indicators, namely:  Environment, Natural Resources Canada, and the Auditor-General through the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development, with investments for reporting these indicators at Statistics Canada and Finance. These investments should include resources to enhance the Canadian Information System for the Environment and Statistics Canada’s System of National Accounts – both of which would be instrumental in ensuring credible SD data are available and reported.
Embrace Ecological Fiscal Reform and Green Budgeting
· A Liberal government should use the tax system and other financial incentives to advance environmental goals. 
Implement International Commitments on Sustainable Development

· When Canada declares support for (or signs onto) an international SD agreement, it must follow though with a national action plan to meet the agreement’s objectives. Such a plan should be in place before Parliament votes to ratify an international agreement so that Canadians can have confidence in our commitments before they become legally binding in domestic terms (through ratification by the executive branch of government) and/or international terms (through a treaty’s entry into force). 
· Establish clear requirements for Canada to move beyond initial endorsement of any international commitments on SD to implementation in a timely and concrete manner. Consultations with relevant stakeholders should be undertaken following the endorsement of any international SD agreement in order to develop concrete implementation plans that will ensure “ratification readiness”.
· Expand resources of relevant Parliamentary Committees, in particular the Standing Committee of Foreign Affairs and International Development and the Standing Committee on International Trade, specifically with a view to overseeing Canada’s capacity and progress in meeting its international SD obligations.
· Formally mandate the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development (in the Office of the Auditor-General) to address Canada’s progress in implementing its international SD commitments as a standing item in his/her annual report to Parliament.
II.
CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENERGY

To avoid dangerous climate change, Canada should adopt the following targets for deep reductions in emissions:

· 6% below 1990 levels by 2012 (short-term target during Kyoto’s first commitment period);
· 25% below 1990 levels by 2020 (medium-term target); and
· 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 (long-term target).
The federal government should establish a Climate Change Action Office reporting to the Prime Minister and/or a single senior minister, and charged with the authority to coordinate and manage implementation of Canada’s national climate and energy framework The mandate of this body, to be placed in a central government agency such as PCO, would be to:

· Ensure integration and cooperation among federal departments as well as with other levels of government in the design of the various elements of the framework;
· Monitor and report to Canadians on the country’s progress in meeting our intermediate climate change targets;
· Provide the economic, social and environmental analysis required to enable strategic choices to be made on priority actions that would position Canada to meet its long-term targets; and
· Undertake ministerial consultations and negotiations with provinces and key stakeholders on the design and implementation of the framework. These should not be open-ended, but done quickly to develop concrete proposals.

In consultation with key stakeholders and the provinces, Canada should develop and implement a nationwide framework to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through three key means: 

· Energy conservation — eliminating unnecessary energy-consuming activities:
· Energy efficiency — using more efficient processes, engines, buildings, equipment and appliances; and 
· Clean energy — employing energy sources that have near-zero GHG emissions or lower emissions than those technologies used now.
· Undertake a comprehensive federal environmental assessment of all major energy projects to take stock of their impact on the landscape, water use, air quality, and GHG emissions.

· Redirect current tax breaks and subsidies away from fossil fuels and toward renewable energy.
Regulatory and Market Measures

· Establish mandatory GHG emission targets for large emitters. The targets would take effect no later than 2008 and become progressively more binding over time to ensure absolute emissions reductions.

· For increased flexibility within the overall “cap” on GHG emissions, and to reduce costs borne by GHG emitters, regulations would allow a system of emissions credits trading, and the auction of a percentage of permits. 

· Adopt “just transition” policies to minimize the local impacts of a fossil-fuel phase-out.
Financial and Fiscal Measures

Establish a revenue-neutral mix of financial incentives (e.g., tax changes, grants, loans) and disincentives (e.g., penalties) to change the economic decisions that are currently being made to invest in GHG-intensive activities, technologies and infrastructure. 

Adopt the following four fiscal measures proposed by the Green Budget Coalition to accelerate growth in the renewable energy and energy efficiency sectors:

· Increased renewable energy production incentives;
· Additional transfers to provinces and municipalities for investments in energy efficiency and renewable energy;
· Continued support for buildings retrofit programs; and
· Tax measures to support the phase out of inefficient lighting by 2015.

Investments in Infrastructure
· Invest in low-GHG infrastructure in sectors commonly dependent on public funding, such as infrastructure that reduces car use: public transit, high-efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure (such as railways).

· Expand capacity to generate low-impact renewable electricity and associated optimization of electricity grids, community energy systems and landfill gas capture systems.

Transportation

· Adopt vehicle emission standards by 2010 that are the best in North America. 
· Require a strict speed limit policy (no more than 100 km/h) for commercial fleets, including large trucks, vans and other vehicles, to reduce fuel consumption and GHG emissions

· Establish a program aimed at changing consumer behaviour. For example, provide a financial incentive (e.g. through tax refunds) to consumers purchasing energy-efficient vehicles (including small-size hybrids) and implement a tax on inefficient heavy vehicles. 
· In collaboration with the provinces, encourage the use of public transportation. It is not enough to provide tax deductions or reimbursements to users (as is current Conservative policy). The objective must be to increase the availability of public transportation so more consumers can actually access it by improving network coverage and increasing service frequencies.

· Invest directly in high-efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure. For example, a high-speed train from Windsor to Québec City could greatly reduce emissions from transport on the 401 corridor and could be done through a public-private partnership.

The following table, drawn from the Pembina Institute’s blueprint for a federal policy on climate change, presents a checklist of the policy actions that a credible, comprehensive climate change framework would contain. The checklist has been developed by applying the key types of policy actions identified above to the main sources of GHG emissions, while taking into account the limits of federal jurisdiction. 

	Policy actions

	Industrial facilities

	Regulations to set mandatory GHG targets (combined with emissions trading) for heavy industry and airlines

	Financial incentives for production/consumption of electricity from low-impact renewable sources

	Financial incentives for co-generation of heat and electricity

	Regulations to strengthen standards for the energy efficiency of appliances and equipment


	Passenger cars and trucks

	Regulations to set standards for fuel economy or GHG emissions from cars and light trucks

	Financial incentives for the purchase of high-efficiency cars and light trucks

	Financial incentives for the production/consumption of ethanol fuel with low life-cycle impacts

	Regulations to require 10% ethanol content in gasoline (with an increasing portion of cellulosic ethanol)

	Freight transportation

	Financial incentives for high efficiency freight transportation

	Direct investments in and/or transfers to provincial/territorial governments for high efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure

	Financial incentives for the production/consumption of biodiesel with low life-cycle impacts

	Regulations to require biodiesel content in diesel fuel

	Residential buildings

	Financial incentives for construction of new residential buildings that have low net energy consumption

	Financial incentives for energy efficiency retrofits to existing residential buildings, including low-income homes

	Financial incentives for production of renewable heat for use in residential buildings

	Commercial buildings

	Financial incentives for construction of new commercial buildings that have low net energy consumption

	Financial incentives for energy efficiency retrofits to existing commercial buildings

	Financial incentives for production of renewable heat for use in commercial buildings

	Agriculture

	Financial incentives for GHG emission reductions and enhanced carbon storage in agriculture

	Forestry

	Financial incentives for enhanced carbon storage in forests

	Infrastructure investments and targeted transfers

	Direct investments in and/or targeted transfers to provincial/territorial governments for GHG-reducing infrastructure and policy action

	Direct investments in and/or targeted transfers to municipal governments for GHG-reducing infrastructure and policy action

	National GHG targets

	Adoption of a legally binding national GHG emissions target for the near term (e.g., 2012)

	Adoption of a national GHG emissions target for the medium term (e.g., 2020) that is consistent with the long term target (see next item)

	Adoption of a national target for deep reductions in GHG emissions in the long term (e.g., 2050)

	Other “indirect” policy actions

	Investments in further development of low-GHG technology for future deployment

	Investments in public education about climate change and personal actions to reduce GHG emissions

	Improvement of government operations to reduce GHG emissions 


Source: Pembina Institute Federal Policy to Combat Climate Change: a Blueprint, p.10
Municipal and Provincial Engagement

· Reinstate the Partnership Fund developed in Project Green wherein provinces will be transferred funds upon successful completion of a climate change implementation plan to reduce GHG emissions within their respective jurisdiction.

· Make direct investments and/or targeted transfers to municipalities for landfill gas capture, public transit and other GHG-reducing infrastructure. 

· Make direct investments and/or targeted transfers to provinces for expansion of low-impact renewable electricity, optimized electricity grids, landfill gas capture, public transit and other GHG-reducing infrastructure. 

Citizen Engagement

· Reinstate programs such as EnerGuide, which provide financial incentives to private citizens to undertake energy efficiency measures in their homes.

· Reinstate a program like the One Tonne Challenge, administered by NGOs, to raise public awareness of the need to reduce GHG emissions.

Corporate Engagement

· Establish an environmental partnership with a coalition of constructively engaged companies (such as KyotoSmart) that have a demonstrated commitment to combating climate change in order to develop credible plans to reduce GHG emissions.

 

Research and Development

· Provide seed funding and tax incentives for companies to develop environmentally-sound products and services, resulting in benefits to the environment, while providing high-tech jobs and exportable technology. 
· Develop a Sustainable Energy Trust that outlines a critical mechanism for enabling cost-effective, practical sustainable energy technologies to be integrated into the marketplace. 

· Support the development of new markets that feature, among other innovations, conversion to the use of organic agricultural techniques and more sustainable forest practices that both minimize the use of fossil fuels and provide biofuels for transport, power and heating in an environmentally and socially acceptable fashion.

International Engagement 

In the course of ongoing international climate negotiations, Canada should:

· Re-affirm the goal of keeping global temperatures to within 2°C of pre-industrial levels, with a view to meeting the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) objective of avoiding dangerous climate change;
· Acknowledge that achieving this goal will require major reductions in the production of GHGs through a variety of means; and
· Recognize capacity to act as a key consideration when allocating responsibility for necessary emission reductions.

Canada should engage in international emissions trading through the purchase of carbon credits under Kyoto’s Clean Development Mechanism or Joint Implementation, which would provide real GHG emission reductions to assist Canada in meeting its immediate Kyoto target.

In addition to the Kyoto Protocol and outside of the UNFCCC mandate, Canada should take bilateral and multilateral action to supplement and support – not supplant – that mandate. Specifically, Canada should participate in international cooperation on a global renewable energy transition through international conferences, such as the Conference on Sustainable Development, the Global Village Energy Partnership and others. Canada should participate in and support any new international agency established to coordinate this transition to renewable energy use.

In its international assistance and trade policies, Canada should:

· Focus bilateral and multilateral official development assistance (ODA) on renewable energy programs that catalyze access to clean energy and reduce poverty;
· Increase the level of support for community renewable energy in Canada’s official development assistance;
· Provide significant assistance to developing regions to help them bypass fossil fuels in favour of an economy based on sustainable energy, while at the same time increasing the quality of life;
· Include significant and appropriate assistance to help those most vulnerable to the effects of climate change in all parts of the world; and
· Support renewable energy technology exports through Export Credit Agency guarantees, market surveys, etc. 
Adaptation

· Develop pro-active adaptation strategies for residential areas (i.e., floodplains, settlements on permafrost, etc.) and communities (e.g., coastal and Northern) that are vulnerable to climate change, and for economic sectors particularly dependent on stable climatic conditions (e.g., tourism, agriculture, forestry and fishing).
· Establish a fund to assist Aboriginals in the North, the group most vulnerable to climate change in Canada and with the fewest available resources for adaptation. This group could be displaced and their livelihoods greatly impacted by climate change. Along with this fund, there should be an education program for those that will need to develop new professional skills as a result of climate change.

· Establish a taskforce to identify areas in the economy that will suffer or benefit from climate change in Canada in order to minimize costs and capitalize on opportunities. 

III.
POLLUTION

Improving Air Quality

Support the following measures to enhance air quality under the existing Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA):

· Following consultation with the provicnes, set clear and federally enforceable national and regional targets and timelines for reducing emissions that cause smog, including sulphur and nitrogen oxides, particulate matter and volatile organic compounds. On air pollutants that cause smog, the federal government should regulate ambient levels in line with the Canada-wide standard of 65 parts per billion over an eight-hour period. Other more stringent standards may be needed for areas that are especially sensitive, or that generate a higher level of pollution;
· Implement a federal action plan to achieve these regional and national targets, including reductions in emissions from key point sources, such as coal-fired power plants, transportation, and industrial facilities, with detailed monitoring and reporting of the results;
· Implement a national mercury emission reduction strategy for Canada, reducing the use and release of this extremely toxic air pollutant; and
· Establish mandatory Canadian vehicle and engine fuel efficiency standards compatible with the leading standards in North America (currently California and several northern US states) – Canadians will save money at the pump and reduce smog.

Regulating Toxic Substances

Strengthen and modernize the legal framework under CEPA for categorizing, assessing and regulating toxic substances through the following specific actions:

· Establish mandatory deadlines and stronger, less discretionary provisions to quickly review the worst chemicals and, where appropriate, eliminate them;
· Phase out within one year the 100 most harmful chemicals identified in the categorization process. Fully assess the next 500 highest priority chemicals (persistent/bio-accumulative and toxic - PBiT) within two years, and implement toxics use reduction (or elimination) plans within another two years;
· Ensure toxic substances assessment and management takes greater account of the many sensitive stages of human development;
· Establish new requirements to update the list of chemicals in use and to track changes in use and emissions over time;
· Enhance accountability within government and industry to meet new and strict timelines. More resources are necessary in Health and Environment Canada to do the job;
· Establish a Toxics Charge as a prime option for generating consistent funding for CEPA and capacity building;
· Expand requirements for Canada’s pollution reporting system, the National Pollutant Release Inventory. For example, more comprehensive reporting on mining waste should be included;
· Remove legal barriers to citizen enforcement of CEPA; 

· Provide the authority to regulate potentially harmful substances in consumer products;
· Adopt the precautionary approach to regulating toxics by shifting the onus on to industry to show that products are safe before they can be used; and 
· Respect and strengthen Canada’s international commitments under the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants and the Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed Consent.

Protecting the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Basin

· Devote a special section of CEPA to vulnerable ecosystems, particularly the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence basin, where 45% of Canada’s toxic air pollution is generated (see below). CEPA’s preamble should specifically reference the Act as the implementing mechanism for the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. 
IV – BIODIVERSITY

Monitoring and Valuing Biodiversity

· Implement the Commissioner on Environment and Sustainable Development’s 2005 recommendations to develop concrete and measurable biodiversity objectives against which success in significantly reducing the loss of biodiversity by 2010 can be evaluated. Objectives for protected areas, invasive alien species, species at risk critical habitat and ecosystem integrity are needed. 

· Implement a national biodiversity monitoring program and invest in the valuation of ecosystem goods and services.

· Reinstate “state-of-environment reporting” with a focus on natural systems, on a continuous (rather than periodic) and public basis. 
· Ensure adequate financial support to enable our scientific establishment, both within and outside government, to track our progress in biodiversity conservation, determine priority actions and continue to ensure the ecological integrity of our national parks system.

· Evaluate our ecological wealth and the services we obtain from nature so they are factored into the cost of doing business. Any deterioration of our natural assets must be accounted for and, to the extent possible, fairly priced, just as we account for and maintain the services we obtain from our built infrastructure, such as our roads, buildings and sewer pipes.

· Focus on market mechanisms for conservation – valuing biodiversity and making it part of our national accounting, including the development pragmatic policies for payment for ecosystem services.
Causes of Biodiversity Loss

Direct conservation efforts focused on the drivers of biodiversity loss, including: 

· Habitat destruction (itself due to, among other things, large-scale industrial logging, conversion to agricultural use, urban sprawl, and industrial accidents);
· Poverty and inequitable resource distribution;
· Unsustainable growth in population in developing countries and consumption in industrialized countries;
· Over-exploitation of animal and plant species;
· Pollution of soil, water and air;
· Ozone depletion and climate change;
· Ignorance about species and ecosystems;
· Failure to account fully for the value of biodiversity; and
· Well-intentioned, but poorly conceived and/or implemented governmental policies.
Meeting our International Biodiversity Commitments

· Urgently develop and implement an action plan to address our international commitment to reduce the rate of biodiversity loss by the year 2010. 
· Integrate the recommendations of the UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment into the work of the Millennium Development Goals, particularly with respect to sustainable poverty reduction and health benefits. 

· Implement objectives of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and its subsidiary protocols and processes, in particular by ratifying the Biosafety Protocol. 

· Support the CBD Secretariat headquartered in Montréal through financial contributions and other means.

· Take regulatory and other actions to meet Canada’s targets under the Kyoto protocol as climate change is a significant threat to biodiversity in Canada and around the world.

Meeting our National Biodiversity Commitments

· Implement an aggressive national protected areas strategy. This would include the expansion of terrestrial, marine, and freshwater protected areas through the expansion of the system of federally mandated protected areas including National Wildlife Areas, National Marine Conservation Areas, and National Parks.

· Commit to enforcing the Species at Risk Act (SARA). This includes: improving both the quantity and predictability of funding to departments charged with implementing SARA; and working with provinces to improve their performance in species protection.

· Adopt an ecosystem approach to habitat protection for endangered species.
· Commit the federal government to implementation of the Boreal Forest Conservation Framework. This will protect Canada's vast boreal region – one of the largest remaining intact ecosystems in the world.

· Do more to support, encourage, and recognize protection of natural areas on private land. This includes the federal eco-gifts program and the work of NGO conservancies.

· Work to get the private sector more engaged in the conservation effort and, through it, demonstrate the economic importance of good stewardship.
Sustainable Fisheries
· Ban bottom-trawling in Canadian waters and support international treaties to ban the practice around the globe.

· Adopt a transition package for those whose livelihood depends on industrial fishing. 

I.
SUSTAINABILITY 

A.
The Sustainability Challenge

Humanity's demands exceed our planet's capacity to sustain us. We are in serious ecological overshoot, consuming resources faster than the Earth can replace them. The consequences of this are predictable and dire.

 - 2006 Living Planet Report, World Wildlife Fund for Nature

Canadians are stewards of substantial portions of the world’s fresh water, oceans, wetlands, forests, wildlife and wilderness. We are among the wealthiest, healthiest and best-educated people in the world. However, we are living well beyond what our natural resources can sustain. 

A recent report by the World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF) says Canadians rank fourth in the world in their per capita consumption of the Earth's resources.
 The study indicates that humans are stripping the Earth of its resources faster than at any other time in history and that we will need two planets' worth of natural resources by the middle of this century to support us if current trends continue. It says that our carbon dioxide footprint, from the use of fossil fuels, was the fastest growing component of our global ecological footprint, increasing more than nine fold from 1961 to 2003.

The Conference Board of Canada, the United Nations, and the World Economic Forum agree that Canada is a laggard on environmental issues among industrialized nations.
 We finished 28th out of 30 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) nations in a study that examined 25 key environmental indicators in ten categories including air, water, energy, waste, climate change, ozone depletion, agriculture, transportation and biological diversity.

Indeed, Canada consumes this natural capital at a much higher rate, and much less efficiently, than other peer countries. This over-consumption, mismanagement and inefficient use of our natural capital is already leading to significant costs to society and in the long-term will undermine Canada’s global competitiveness.
Canada must reclaim its historic role as an environmental leader by providing a compelling vision and action plan for a sustainable future that will inspire and mobilize Canadians to build an innovative 21st century economy that protects human health and provides for environmental sustainability. 

Canadians expect their government to consider economic, social and environmental objectives when setting policy and making investments. They support fiscal responsibility and social justice; they continue to demand investment in health and education; and they expect the quality of our environment to be maintained and indeed improved. This set of values and expectations can be linked through a set of high-level national objectives and sound mechanisms for considering these essential elements of Canadian well-being. 

B.
The Opportunity

Under the Chrétien and Martin governments, Canadians proved that they could muster the massive public will to tackle seemingly intractable problems successfully: the country’s fiscal deficit provides a compelling case in point. The rationale presented was short-term pain for long-term gain: it would be irresponsible to leave such a burden on future generations. The same logic applies, if not more so, to our environmental debt. If Canada can mobilize political will for something as seemingly mundane as a fiscal deficit, surely the country can make headway on the environmental deficit.

In public opinion polls, the environment consistently ranks as a core value among Canadians.
 It is central to both our national economy and our national identity. Canadians are experiencing the effects of environmental deterioration — from increasingly volatile weather patterns to suffocating smog and poisoned water — and they want action. 

In a survey of Canadian values conducted by Liberal pollster Michael Marzolini, a majority of Canadians expressed strong support for state action on the environment and a preference for government’s role in helping to equip them for the future.
 This challenge raises a question posed by Thomas Homer-Dixon: “Can we generate and implement useful ideas fast enough to solve the very problems — environmental, social and technological — we’ve created?”
 This challenge will only be met if public policy works in effective collaboration with private-sector creativity and skill.
Sustainable development
 can provide an effective framework for public policy that responds to the core Canadian values of economic prosperity, social well-being and care for the environment. 
Recommendations for a Sustainable Society
· In the next election, the Liberal Party should present an integrated platform on sustainable development to Canadians. 
· A Liberal government should adopt sustainable development as the central organizing principle for planning, policy and programs.
Sustainable development allows the government to consider the relationships and complementarities between our economic objectives and the social and environmental conditions which contribute to, and can also shape the options for, our ongoing economic prosperity – conditions which Canadians value in their own right. Adopting a sustainability framework would mean that all government decision-making would be undertaken according to a “triple-bottom-line” framework, one which balances economic prosperity, social justice and environmental protection in every policy and program. 

In the corporate world, sustainable development is being adopted by leading companies as an organizing framework for elaborating and communicating a company’s values to its stakeholders, as well as for setting coherent policy objectives to align employees and corporate systems in order to achieve measurable financial results in addition to broader economic, social and environmental ones. These companies are pursuing SD strategies not just because they want to be “good corporate citizens”, but because there is a sound business case for doing so. Leading companies in mining, forest products, oil and gas and manufacturing sectors are demonstrating the value of acting on sustainable development. At the sector-wide level, associations, such as the Mining Association of Canada, have established initiatives to improve their sustainability performance. It is fair to say that the corporate leaders are ahead of their political and public sector counterparts in using sustainable development as a framework for demonstrating to their owners and constituents that they can and do produce results that go beyond the financial bottom line to address broader societal concerns and needs. 

C.
The Objectives and Action Agenda 

Based on the challenge and opportunity outlined above, Liberals should seek to achieve five key objectives:

1. Implement a national sustainability strategy;
2. Translate sustainable development into the machinery and policy of government;
3. Adopt sustainable development indicators of national progress;
4. Embrace ecological fiscal reform and green budgeting; and
5. Implement international commitments on sustainable development.
The following sustainable development items are ripe for immediate action, and are already in line with existing Liberal values and policies. Some could be announced or enacted in the first 100 days of a Liberal government (particularly those which build on pre-existing structures); others are longer-term initiatives. 
1.
Develop and Implement a National Sustainability Strategy

Many OECD countries have adopted comprehensive national strategies on sustainable development, involving all sectors, stakeholders and levels of government. According to a project on sustainable development strategies initiated by the OECD (Development Assistance Committee Working Party on Development Cooperation and Environment):

Achieving sustainable development will require deep structural changes and new ways of working in all areas of economic, social and political life…. Sustainable development therefore has important governance implications. At the national and local levels, it requires cross-sectoral and participatory institutions and integrating mechanisms which can engage governments, civil society and the private sector in developing shared visions, planning and decision-making…. Governments, corporations and development cooperation agencies will also need to be more open and accountable for their actions. More generally, economic planning and policy-making will have to become more participatory, prudent and transparent as well as more long-term so as to respect the interests of future generations. The difficulty of these challenges does not mean they can be shirked. A [sustainable development] strategy can offer a framework to organize and coordinate action to address them.
 
National vision is necessary, but far from sufficient for Canada to become a truly sustainable society. Canada should adopt a concrete, credible and comprehensive national sustainability strategy so that it can measure progress as well as remain focused, accountable and transparent in its efforts to achieve sustainability. 
Such a strategy should elucidate sustainable development into overarching objectives such as: creating economic opportunity and well-being; ensuring equitable social development; and maintaining our natural wealth. It should also translate SD into principles for responsible government such as: achieving balance across these objectives – or, where necessary, providing a clear and publicly supportable rationale for making tradeoffs; democratizing political processes; transparency and consultation with stakeholders and the public; and ensuring results are measured and delivered by government.

Recommendations for Developing and Implementing a National Sustainability Strategy

A Liberal government should adopt a concrete, credible and comprehensive national sustainability strategy that would: 

· Present clear objectives with measurable and quantifiable targets based on the precautionary principle (i.e., an action, substance or process must be proven environmentally safe prior to being used) when our knowledge about health and environmental impacts is incomplete;
· Adopt clear timetables for implementation of strategic objectives over the short-term, medium-term and long-term;
· Employ an appropriate mix of effective policy tools, including fiscal, financial and regulatory policies;
· Ensure consistency in government policy, both across sectors and jurisdictions);
· Adopt monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to ensure strategy is implemented expeditiously; and
· Guarantee adequate resources to deliver on sustainability goals;
2.
Translate Sustainable Development into the Machinery and Policy of Government

On the domestic front, bureaucratic and political differences as well as divisions between the levels of government have made it difficult for the federal government to make progress on major cross-cutting themes such as innovation, cities, social services and environmental priorities. A sustainable development framework – led by the Prime Minister, guided by more open political involvement, implemented with central government direction and coordinated by the bureaucratic machinery – provides an effective approach to make progress on cross-cutting issues that span several agendas. Under the current Conservative government, Canada has opted instead for a more piecemeal approach involving a series of federal departmental plans and strategies. This narrow approach will continue to undermine Canada’s ability to meet national and international goals as they relate to cross-cutting issues. 

Leading European countries have adopted sustainable development as a framework for taking a more coherent and transparent approach to making progress on cross-cutting issues. For example, Norway has established a ‘Green Council’ and Sweden set up an SD Secretariat in its PMO and a Ministry of Sustainable Development to coordinate and monitor all government policies and programs to ensure they are consistent with sustainable development.

Leadership at the highest levels of government

There is a need for leadership and commitment by the Prime Minister – this is a fundamental feature of all successful approaches to SD in other OECD countries. Indeed, the federal public service will not take environmental sustainability seriously unless the Prime Minister consistently takes a lead on this issue. While new executive and legislative mechanisms (e.g., strengthening requirements for strategic environmental assessments) need to be developed over the longer term, the fastest and most effective way to change the government’s focus is to signal from the top that there’s a new way of doing business. The Prime Minister’s Office (PMO), PCO and the Department of Finance must make the environment a top-level priority. 

We can see the results of this kind of approach in the U.K., where Prime Minister Blair was elected on a platform that included a 20% reduction in carbon emissions by 2010. Blair went on to adopt a target to reduce emissions by 60% by 2050, make climate change one of the two priorities of his G8 presidency, institute a climate change levy, set the toughest carbon reduction targets in the EU for British industries, and appoint a former Environment Minister as Foreign Secretary (along with a Climate Ambassador) to further progress on the international climate change regime.
 

In addition to the need for leadership by the Prime Minister, the federal government should adopt the following measures to ensure high-level coordination and effective action on SD: 
· Within PMO, establish a special advisor with political responsibility for SD (with both coordination and analytical capacities). As with foreign policy, a senior advisor on SD could be seconded from PCO or appointed from among the PM’s own political staff or advisors;
· Within PCO, establish an SD secretariat that is specifically charged with integrating SD into all public policy decision-making and government operations. The secretariat should have sufficient analytical capabilities to advise and inform Cabinet Committees as well as sufficient authority to coordinate and give direction to departments on the management of cross-cutting issues. The secretariat would be headed by a senior civil servant reporting directly to the Clerk of the Privy Council. Every effort should be made to both build on existing structures (e.g., PCO Committees) and use existing mechanisms (e.g., mandate letters, etc.);
· At the Cabinet level, create a mechanism to address the economic, social and environmental goals set out by the Prime Minister in all government decisions. This could be accomplished in two ways: a new Committee on Sustainable Development to drive priority cross-cutting initiatives, such as climate change, green technologies, cities, etc.; or by setting a clear mandate that all Cabinet discussions and decisions must reflect a real balance between economic, environmental and social objectives. 

· The PMO would mandate this process and the PCO would oversee it by providing substantive analysis of social and environmental implications of all economic decisions before they are made. Moreover, the socio-economic implications of environmental decisions and the economic, equity and environmental impacts of social policy decisions should be an integral, up-front part of making policy, not a back-end filter for policy already decided. 

A whole-of-government effort

Operationalizing sustainable development throughout the government will require the cooperation of all government departments and agencies. For example, for climate change to be a key priority of the federal government, virtually all departments would have a role to play – not just Environment Canada and Natural Resources Canada.

· The Department of Finance would instigate a reform of the tax system to ensure consistent encouragement of GHG reductions, and take an active role in understanding the economic implications for Canada of climate change impacts and opportunities in the low-carbon economy. 
· The development of green technology, and its dissemination around the world, would be a top priority at Industry Canada, International Trade Canada and CIDA.

· Since the world’s poorest people would be disproportionately hurt by the impacts of climate change and other forms of environmental degradation, reducing their vulnerability to those impacts would be another major part of CIDA’s work.

· Canadian leadership in international SD negotiations would be a pre-eminent focus at Foreign Affairs.

· Environmental protection should be a major criterion for deciding on federal infrastructure investments: for example, the federal government should favour projects such as public transit, bike and high occupancy lanes, cogeneration projects, and protective infrastructure to reduce vulnerability to climate change impacts
.

· An existing Canadian SD innovation that should be maintained and indeed strengthened
 is the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development whose position in the Office of the Auditor-General allows for a comprehensive and independent annual report regarding Canada’s domestic and international SD commitments.
· Each federal department should report on how its policies, programs and services are helping to meet the overall sustainable development objectives of the government. 
External advisory body

A broadened and revitalized National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy (NRTEE) should act as the Prime Minister’s primary advisory committee on sustainable development. The NRTEE’s current mandate would need to be widened in order to address social as well as economic and environmental matters, and could thus be renamed National Roundtable on  Sustainable Development (NRSD). Its composition could be strengthened through the appointment of new members so that it becomes a truly multi-stakeholder body involving academic, corporate and civil society leaders, with adequate representation from each region of the country as well as key stakeholders such as youth and aboriginal communities. The NRTEE’s profile and effectiveness could be increased through regular meetings (at least once a year) with the Prime Minister. The NRTEE’s resources should be expanded commensurate with its broader policy agenda and membership. 
Recommendations for Translating SD the Machinery and Policy of Government

· Leadership by the Prime Minister, with the assistance of a special advisor with political responsibility for SD.
· Create a special Cabinet Committee on SD with supporting Privy Council Office (PCO) secretariat.
· Mandate that all Cabinet discussions and decisions reflect a real balance between economic prosperity, social justice and environmental protection.
· Involve all departments, each reporting on strategic outcomes in the context of specific targets and performance measures. 
· Strengthen the role and capacity of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development.
· Establish an external advisory structure through a broadened and revitalized National Roundtable on the Environment and the Economy (NRTEE).
3.
 Adopt Sustainable Development Indicators of National Progress

Environmental and human indicators provide an excellent entry point for operationalizing the federal government’s commitment to SD. The formal adoption of these indicators would send a clear signal by the Prime Minister that the well-being of Canadians depends not just on economic concerns, but also on the country’s social and environmental conditions. Adoption of these indicators would provide the context for applying a sustainable development approach to other, larger initiatives. Moreover, it would provide accountability to citizens on the effectiveness of the government’s overall sustainable development commitments.

The National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy (NTREE), working in close collaboration with Statistics Canada and Environment Canada, has sought to develop national environmental and sustainable development indicators. Indeed, as Finance Minister, Paul Martin commissioned the NRTEE to develop a small set of credible and understandable indicators to “take into account those assets that are necessary to sustain a healthy economy, society and environment for Canadians.” The initiative, which was announced in the 2000 Budget Speech, marked the first time a federal finance minister acknowledged the need and urgency to track a full range of Canada's assets – including the ecosystem services that are crucial to sustaining the economy in the long term. 

Guided by a steering committee representing stakeholders from current sustainability and well-being indicators initiatives
 as well as representatives of business, labour, provincial government, community groups, not-for-profit organizations, and academic or research institutions, the NRTEE has proposed six new measurements or indicators to better track these assets – our natural capital. When implemented, these indicators will augment familiar economic data, such as the gross domestic product (GDP) and the consumer price index (CPI) and will track, sometimes for the first time, key types of natural and human capital: air quality trends, freshwater quality, greenhouse gas emissions, forest cover, wetlands  and educational attainment. These indicators would provide a measure of whether and to what extent national investments in our natural and human capital assets are improving national well-being and contributing to economic progress. This step will ultimately provide Canadians with a better context for understanding the state and potential of our economy. Although the federal government has made repeated commitments to institute SD indicators,
 they have yet to be implemented. 
The following recommendations are those of the NRTEE
  from its 2003 Report on Environment and Sustainable Development Indicators for Canada and 2005 State of the Debate Report. 
Recommendations for Adopting SD Indicators of National Progress

· The Government of Canada should regularly generate and report on a small set of SD indicators. Statistics Canada should publish annually six easily understood, credible indicators in two broad areas: natural capital (Air Quality Trend Indicator, Freshwater Quality Indicator, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Indicator, Forest Cover Indicator, Extent of Wetlands Indicator) and human capital (Educational Attainment). 
· The Minister of Finance should incorporate SD indicators into the federal budget statement to complement existing economic indicators. To this end, the Finance Minister’s annual budget should report on a reasonable set of social and environmental indicators alongside macro-economic indicators such as GDP. 

· Work should be commissioned to develop and adopt further human capital and social capital indicators in addition to the six SD indicators (five ecological and one human capital) called for in the NRTEE process. For example, the health of Canada’s population is a key part of our human capital.. A robust and internationally accepted indicator, which integrates many social, economic and environmental factors contributing to health status, already exists: Health-adjusted Life Expectancy, would serve as an excellent Health Indicator. 

· The System of National Accounts should be expanded to include more detailed information on natural, human and, over time, social capital in order to complement the above small set of natural and human capital indicators with a more complete national accounting system. This will provide comprehensive information about Canada’s assets as the basis for future development of the country
 and for maintenance of our social well-being and environmental health. 

· National environmental information systems should be improved by working with all levels of government to improve the quantity and quality of environmental information. The Canadian Information System for the Environment should play a central role in coordinating the provision of this information.

· Additional investments should be made in the following line departments responsible for collecting and analyzing these indicators, namely:  Environment, Natural Resources Canada, and the Auditor-General through the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development, with investments for reporting these indicators at Statistics Canada and Finance. These investments should include resources to enhance the Canadian Information System for the Environment and Statistics Canada’s System of National Accounts – both of which would be instrumental in ensuring credible SD data are available and reported
4.
Embrace Ecological Fiscal Reform
Fiscal policy is one of the most powerful means at the government’s disposal to influence outcomes in the economy. Appropriate signals from governments to industry and to consumers encourage the optimal allocation of resources to achieve environmental and economic policy objectives at low costs.

In the 2005 Budget, the Liberal government announced that it would actively consider opportunities to use the tax system to advance environmental goals. By encouraging significant environmental initiatives by the private sector, the federal government can start to develop a balanced, integrated and sustainable legacy of economic, community, and ecological well-being. The focus here is ecological fiscal reform (EFR), sometimes called “green tax shifting.”
 It is based on the understanding that people and businesses need more than moral persuasion to make the right environmental choices. They also require financial incentives that encourage and reward ecologically-friendly products and activities. According to the National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy, EFR is “a strategy that redirects a government’s taxation and expenditure programs to create an integrated set of incentives to support the shift to sustainable development.”

According to the Green Budget Coalition, Canada needs to make rapid progress in integrating the value of environmental goods and services into its decision-making processes. It maintains that a government-wide “Natural Capital Framework” would nurture a greater appreciation of the social and economic benefits of clean air, water, and soil, and prevent the market failures that continue to occur because these social goods are not properly priced. 

Recommendation for Embracing Ecological Fiscal Reform
A Liberal government should use the tax system and other financial incentives to advance environmental goals.
The following represents a wide-ranging list of EFR proposals.
 Priorities will need to be established with a view to highlighting those items that are feasible, effective, easy to explain, and exempt from provincial-federal negotiations.

Examples of Ecological Fiscal Reform and Green Budgeting

Energy

· Work with industry to move existing tax credits from GHG-producing activities to green energy activities that research and implement wind, solar, micro-hydro, hydrogen cells, bio-diesel, low-input ethanol.

Transportation

· Increase the mandatory fuel efficiency and decrease the permissible emissions of vehicles to levels that are consistent with the best standards in North America, as recently announced in Québec.

· Develop a national hydrogen project for hydrogen fuel cells in vehicles, as long as the energy required to produce it is clean and cheap and renewable.

· Implement a feebate system on new vehicles based on their rated fuel consumption (large tax charge on inefficient vehicles and a large tax credit on efficient vehicles). This is much more than the current $2,000 Ontario rebate on hybrid automobiles. It would apply to specific passenger vehicle classes and treat business vehicles separately such as trucks and vans. Attach the feebates to fuel performance ratings and not specific technologies so that even low-cost ordinary small cars can qualify. The feebate system could be in lieu of the GST or in parallel to the GST. The system would be revenue neutral, after accounting for operating costs. 

· Make all grants to manufacturers, such as auto makers conditional on the production of the most efficient products possible.

· Currently employers provide employees with free parking as a perk. Encourage employers to provide free public transit passes instead, by taxing the parking space as a personal taxable benefit but not a transit pass. 

· Adopt the idea from the Green budget Coalition to differentially tax company cars provided to employees based on the car’s fuel efficiency.

· Establish a common purchasing agency for alternative fuel vehicles for federal departments and agencies. Provincial, territorial and local governments and their agencies would be eligible to participate.

Buildings, home appliances and business equipment

· Require new building construction to meet higher energy efficiency standards and encourage upgrading of existing buildings.
· Implement a similar feebate system on home appliances as a function of energy efficiency as rated by the Energy Star program. 
· Provide loan guarantees to homeowners and businesses for the purchase of renewable energy equipment, such as a wind tower, solar panels, etc.

Other

· Encourage a redesign of the life cycles of consumer products. Manufacturers would design products so they can easily recover used items, and refurbish them or reuse and recycle the parts. This may require a national deposit program on tires, plastic, metals, car parts, electronic parts and most other recyclable packages and objects, just like those for pop and beer bottles. The system would be self-financing by industry with no government cash beyond initial start up.

· Provide corporate tax breaks (lower income tax, accelerated depreciation) when companies implement ecological improvements, increase energy efficiencies, and implement process and technology improvements for lower ecological impacts. 
5.
Implement International Commitments on Sustainable Development
Canada has had an international reputation for promoting and supporting environmental and social action. However, our international contributions and national actions have not always lived up to the commitments we made on environment at Rio in 1992, on social development at Copenhagen in 1995 and on development financing at Monterrey in 2002. 

International Environmental Commitments

While Canada was one of the leading OECD countries to sign and ratify the original Rio conventions on biodiversity and climate change, it subsequently stalled on stricter and more substantive sub-agreements (or “protocols”). An important illustration of Canada’s challenge in this regard is in the area of global biodiversity. Canada was the first industrialised country to sign the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), thereby creating the “biodiversity bandwagon” at Rio that convinced most of the rest of the G7 countries to sign on — despite overt opposition by the George H. Bush administration. Canada had been viewed by industrialized and developing countries alike as a champion of the biodiversity issue. As a result, it managed to beat out countries such as Spain, Switzerland, and Kenya in its bid to host the CBD secretariat, which has been headquartered in Montréal since 1996. However, Canada’s support for the CBD has slipped in more recent years. Most notably, Canada has signed, but not yet ratified the first legally binding sub-agreement to the CBD: the Biosafety Protocol addressing transboundary movement of living modified organisms (LMOs). During these negotiations, Canada served as the spokesperson for the so-called ‘Miami Group’ of major agricultural exporters, which resisted any binding agreement regarding the trade in or labelling of products containing LMOs.

In 1992, Canada signed and ratified the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, which in turn produced the 1997 Kyoto Protocol. The Liberal government initially signalled its intent to ratify Kyoto when it signed the accord on 29 April 1998.
 At the World Summit on Sustainable Development in September 2002, Prime Minster Chrétien pledged that Canada would ratify the Kyoto Protocol. After more than a decade of international negotiations and national consultations on climate change, Canada’s Parliament voted overwhelmingly in favour of ratifying the Kyoto protocol on 9 December 2002 and Canada became the 100th country to become a party to the protocol. It was a critical development at a critical time as Kyoto stood poised to become legally binding
 and provided positive encouragement to countries such as Russia, which in turn ratified the protocol on 18 November 2004. With the requisite number of countries representing the requisite percentage of global GHG emissions – including all G8 members with the exception of the US – having ratified the Protocol, Kyoto entered into force on 16 February 2005. Within weeks of Kyoto becoming binding on those countries who were party to it, the Liberal government released a made-in-Canada plan to meet its Kyoto commitments entitled, Moving Forward on Climate Change: A Plan for Honouring our Kyoto Commitment, otherwise known as “Project Green”.
When the Conservative government came into power, it scrapped this plan and has failed to deliver a viable alternative. So ineffectual is the Conservative government’s so-called “Clean Air Act” that it earned Canada the second-last spot in a comparative study of the 56 top CO2 emitting nations’ policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
  (Please see subsequent section of this report entitled Canada’s Response, for a more detailed discussion of Canada’s climate change commitments.)
International Development Commitments

At the 2002 Financing for Development summit in Monterrey, Canada re-committed with other industrialized countries to make concrete efforts towards the devoting 0.7% of GNP to official development assistance (ODA) – a target first adopted by the UN in 1970 on the basis of a recommendation by Liberal Prime Minister Lester Pearson. At the time of Pearson’s recommendation, Canada contributed 0.40% of its national income to ODA. This rose to a peak of 0.53% in 1975–76 under the Trudeau government. For the following 20 years, Canada’s ODA/GNP ratio varied, ranging from 0.5% in 1986–87 to 0.42% in 1994–95. In the 1990s the urgent task of addressing Canada’s perilous fiscal situation necessitated cuts which, combined with continuing growth in the economy, resulted in a marked decline in the ratio to its lowest level in 30 years: 0.23% in 2003–04. Prime Ministers Chrétien and Martin committed to doubling our 2002–03 international assistance budget by 2010–11 through continued annual 8% increases in the International Assistance Envelope. Even with continued 8% growth until 2015, Canada’s ODA/GNP ratio is not expected to increase beyond 0.35%. In this context, Canada’s commitment to international development is being called into question by the relatively low share of our national income devoted to ODA and our unwillingness to establish a timetable for reaching the internationally–agreed ODA/GNP target of 0.7%. Now that most donors have declared their intentions to meet the target within a ten-year timeframe (2005-2015), it is increasingly difficult to claim to support the target in principle without having a plan in place to get there. Having no timetable was plausible in 1970; it was still the position of many donors in 2002; in 2005 the majority of OECD members either met the 0.7% commitment or laid-out a timetable to achieve this target.
From Rhetoric to Real Action

The environment and development cases outlined above underscore the need for Canada to translate its support for global SD-related agreements and general statements of principle into policy and action – at home and abroad – in a timely and concrete fashion. Indeed, a country that fails to demonstrate how it will meet a given international SD commitment (whether it be reducing GHG emissions by 6% below 1990 levels by 2012 or devoting 0.7% of GNP to ODA) should be precluded by the organization under whose auspices the commitment was negotiated and adopted (e.g. the UN) from moving beyond initial endorsement (e.g. via signature of a treaty) to becoming a full-fledged party (e.g. via ratification). In this way, a country that has not developed a serious implementation plan can no longer plausibly claim to support a stated international objective. Put more bluntly: Countries effectively lose their bragging rights if they fail to translate stated support for a given international goal or agreement into concrete action within a reasonable timeframe. 

The federal government should engage key stakeholders in the development of such national plans to meet environmental commitments in particular.
 Once Canada has committed to an international agreement on sustainable development, consultations should focus squarely on how best to meet Canada’s obligations – not whether Canada should meet them. Meaningful consultations should not be used as a delay tactic but rather to ensure “ratification readiness” through the development of an action plan. Indeed, this is generally the approach taken with respect to economic or trade agreements. But all too often agreements that address social or environmental dimensions of sustainable development lack strong implementation and compliance measures.

Although consent of the provinces is not required for ratification of international agreements (this authority rests strictly with the federal government), provinces should be engaged early and often when it comes to meeting international commitments in areas of shared jurisdiction. While ratification of these commitments is a foreign policy matter that falls under federal jurisdiction, domestic implementation often requires policy changes in areas of shared federal and provincial jurisdiction. Consultations at an early stage would encourage a meeting of the minds between the two levels of government to ensure smoother implementation. For example, given the provinces’ shared jurisdiction over natural resources, the federal government has a responsibility to consult its provincial and territorial counterparts on how to implement environmental treaties. Indeed, without securing the full cooperation of the provinces, a number of key policy instruments may be unavailable for implementation. Of course the federal government would likely consult key stakeholders about whether to pursue a given international objective in the first place. But once Canada has signed on to an internationally-agreed commitment, the purpose of consultations with provinces and other stakeholders should be straightforward: the focus should not be whether to ratify, but how to implement the agreement. 

Recommendations for Implementing International SD Commitments
· When Canada declares support for (or signs onto) an international SD agreement, it must follow though with a national action plan to meet the agreement’s objectives. Such plans should be in place before Parliament votes to ratify an international agreement,
 so that Canadians can have confidence in our commitments before they become legally binding in domestic terms (through ratification by the executive branch of government) and/or international terms (through a treaty’s entry into force)
· Establish clear requirements for Canada to move beyond initial endorsement of any international commitments on SD to implementation in a timely and concrete manner. Consultations with relevant stakeholders should be undertaken following the endorsement of any international SD agreement in order to develop concrete implementation plans that will ensure “ratification readiness”.
· Expand resources of relevant Parliamentary Committees, in particular the Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Development, and the Standing Committee on International Trade, specifically with a view to overseeing Canada’s capacity and progress in meeting its international SD obligations. 
· Formally mandate the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development (in the Office of the Auditor General) to address Canada’s progress in implementing its international SD commitments as a standing item in his/her annual report to Parliament.
II.
CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENERGY

A.
The Climate Change Challenge
Climate change is the greatest challenge of our time and, as such, requires a global response. If we fail to address the climate crisis, all our efforts to address other global problems, such as poverty and terrorism, are in vain. 

The evidence underlying global climate change is objective, far-reaching, and compelling. Indeed, few issues on the global agenda have galvanized such widespread consensus within political and scientific communities. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), representing 1500 of the world’s leading atmospheric scientists, economists, and technologists, has repeatedly concluded that the current scope, scale, and pace of climate change are unprecedented, and that human activity — mainly through the production of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions such as carbon dioxide — is increasingly influential in this regard.
 

Canadian scientists from across the country have been active in their areas of expertise in the work of this international panel. Even skeptical nations find the science convincing. Thirteen national academies of science, including the US counterpart with members hand-picked by George Bush himself, concur with these findings. In a joint statement, the national science academies of Brazil, Canada, China, France, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States declared, “The scientific understanding of climate change is now sufficiently clear to justify nations taking prompt action.... Failure to implement significant reductions in net greenhouse gas emissions now will make the job much harder in the future."
 
A United Kingdom government report by former World Bank chief economist Sir Nicholas Stern suggests that global warming could shrink the global economy by 20%. But taking action now would cost just 1% of global gross domestic product, the 700-page study says. "Investment now will pay us back many times in the future, not just environmentally but economically as well. For every £1 invested now we can save £5, or possibly more, by acting now.” 

Indeed, the costs of extreme weather are high and getting much higher. The reinsurance industry, being responsible for covering the financial burden of disasters, pays very close attention to trends in extreme weather. The overall trend they have observed is very clear: weather-related disasters are increasing at an enormous rate. From the 1950s to the 1990s, the number of natural catastrophes worldwide increased fourfold, while economic losses from natural catastrophes, after adjusting for inflation, increased by an astonishing factor of 14.
According to the David Suzuki Foundation, in Canada the rise in disaster losses mirrors the global trend. Two recent examples: When Hurricane Juan hit Halifax and Charlottetown in September 2003, it killed eight people and resulted in $113 million in payouts to repair the damage. July 2005 floods in Peterborough affected over 4,000 homes and caused damages estimated at between $71 million and over $92 million. A direct result of this kind of damage may be the inability for individuals and businesses to insure against damage by weather. After being battered by losses from four Florida hurricanes in 2004, Allstate recently refused to renew policies with 95,000 homeowners and 16,000 commercial property owners in the state.
The Stern Review states that without action up to 200 million people could become “climate refugees” as their homes are hit by drought or flood from rising sea levels; melting glaciers could cause water shortages for 1 in 6 of the world's population wildlife will be harmed; and up to 40% of species could become extinct.

Canada – perhaps more than any other industrialized country – is experiencing the devastating effects of the crisis in many ways. Warm winters in western Canadian forests have created an epidemic of mountain pine beetle, which has spread through an area the size of Ireland, killing trees within a year. Until now, the beetle population was held in check by winter cold, which kills the larvae. The impact on the forest industry, combined with the cost of programs to combat the infestation, runs easily into the hundreds of millions of dollars. In the Canadian north, polar bears and walruses are going hungry as they wait on land for the ice to reform in autumn and allow them back onto their marine hunting grounds. Migrating caribou cannot reach their summer pastures before the grass has gone to seed. We must take action to address these alarming developments before it is too late to undo their damage.
1.
Canada’s Response

In 1992, Canada was one of the first industrialized countries to both sign and ratify the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, one of two treaties to emerge from the Rio Earth Summit.7 The Kyoto Protocol, adopted on 11 December 1997, constitutes the first substantive treaty aimed at reinforcing the principles embodied in the original framework agreement on climate change. The result of ten years of tough negotiations throughout which Canada played an influential role, the accord reflects tradeoffs among more than 150 states with divergent interests at vastly different stages of their economic development. 

The Kyoto Protocol represents the most important international initiative to date for combating rising GHG emissions. Specifically, the accord calls for industrialized countries to reduce their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by at least 5% below 1990 levels within the 2008–2012 timeframe (the first commitment period). Kyoto represents a first critical step to meeting global climate change commitments, which entail a global reduction of between 50% and 75% in global GHG emissions in this century alone.
Following Canada’s signature of the Kyoto Protocol in April 1998, the federal government produced a series of plans, each building on the other by promoting technologies as their technical and economic merit firmed up. However, it was not until 2005 that a sufficient volume of actions was proposed to approach meeting Canada’s target under Kyoto. Thus, the Liberal government’s final climate action plan was released in April 2005. Project Green built on earlier efforts with a market mechanism, the Climate Fund, to purchase GHG emissions reductions from within Canada, and a Partnership Fund to support major initiatives taken in concert with provinces. Would the 2005 plan have gotten us to the Kyoto target?  We will never know, since it has been discarded by the Conservative government. But with an ever-growing number of industry leaders now seeing the need for action and provinces putting forth their best ideas to complement federal actions, Canada would have made a credible effort.
 

On the international front, Canada reclaimed its leadership role and hosted to the first Meeting of the Parties following the entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol as well as the 11th meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (28 November through 9 December 2005 in Montréal). Under the chairmanship of then Liberal Environment Minister Stéphane Dion, the meetings successfully lay the foundation for the global climate change regime beyond the first commitment period (2008–12) under Kyoto. Going forward, Canada’s international efforts were to focus on securing the support of uncommitted countries, particularly major GHG-producing ones — without which an effective climate change regime cannot operate effectively. 

Now, however, much of the momentum has been lost. While the Liberal government was coming to terms with a plan, the Conservative Party (in all of its previous incarnations) was decidedly not supportive. It derided any significant action to reduce emissions, and called into question the science long after the vast majority of the world’s leading atmospheric experts called for urgent action. And now that they form the government, the Conservatives have rejected outright the accumulated efforts and hard-won lessons of the past several years – and without, as yet, a viable alternative. 
Numerous climate change programs have been frozen or allowed to expire, with little of substance introduced to replace them. A 15.5% transit pass tax credit will save two million current transit users an average of $110 annually, and cost $220 million annually – but will do little to clean the air or reduce climate change. In fact, the program represents a major step backwards in combating climate change: it will cost about $2000/tonne to reduce GHG emissions, while the programs it replaces would have cost between $10–$200/tonne of GHG reductions.

Given the cancellation of much of the previous climate change programs, $2 billion was reallocated to an unspecified climate change program. The Conservative government’s so-called “Clean Air Act” has been so derided by domestic parties and groups that it has been sent to a Parliamentary Committee for a complete re-write.

2.
Why Canada Cannot ‘Cut and Run’ on Kyoto

The Harper government’s de facto decision to “cut and run” on the Kyoto Protocol does not reflect fatal flaws in the Protocol. The Conservatives appear to object to the carbon-cutting targets the agreement requires. And yet, when one considers the urgency of curbing climate change, national resolve is precisely what Canada requires right now. Prime Minister Harper’s “five priorities” may demonstrate the ability to hyper-focus, but they also demonstrate: (a) a total lack of ambition for Canada on the environmental front; (b) a blatant disregard for international law; (c) a double standard when it comes to global challenges which require resolve and sacrifice and (d) a complete unwillingness to confront Canada’s most pressing concerns on environmental and economic competitiveness. 
Canada and 162 other countries have signed and ratified the Kyoto Protocol. In abandoning Kyoto targets, the Conservative government has shirked international and domestic responsibility – it is perhaps the only instance of Canada’s national government deliberately reneging on an international treaty.

Implementing the Kyoto Protocol does not preclude us from developing a so-called “made-in-Canada” action plan on climate change; it compels us to do so. Kyoto provides a painstakingly negotiated framework of targets and timetables for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; it does not dictate how countries are to meet these objectives. In fact, through a series of market-based and other mechanisms, the accord augments – not diminishes – the number of tools countries have to meet their commitments.

By creating a false debate between an international agreement and a national plan, the Harper government is running out the clock on implementation. The longer Canada postpones the next steps, the more costly and difficult – if not impossible – it will become to achieve Kyoto. Failure to meet our global climate change commitments is fast becoming a self-fulfilling prophecy under this Conservative government.
The Harper government is also trying to pit one environmental objective against suggesting that we have to choose between clean air and controlling climate change. We do not have to choose. The vast majority of actions to reduce GHGs will also help clean up the air. Auto efficiencies, closing coal plants, decreasing fuel burned by industries and in home furnaces all reduce air pollution. If the Conservatives were really trying to help the environment, they would be trumpeting the opportunities for reducing GHG and other emissions at the same time.

Following through on Kyoto is not only environmentally responsible; it is sound economic and foreign policy. 

Like any internationally-negotiated agreement, Kyoto has its flaws. But it remains the only comprehensive global effort to deal with climate change. Canada supports multilateralism not as an end in itself, but as a means for addressing global problems, problems that can only be solved through multilateral engagement. Canadians recognize that their actions have an impact on other nations. They know that failing to deal with climate change in Canada could severely hurt people in developing countries whose governments can least afford to help them. Canadians will not be proud if sea levels rise, submerging poor countries like Bangladesh (not to mention Canadian coastlines), and if more droughts in sub-Saharan Africa cause starvation at least in part because we did not act to address climate change. History has shown that developing countries and emerging economies such as those of Brazil, China and India are most likely to respect global environmental agreements if industrialized countries like Canada demonstrate real progress first – a dynamic recognized in the Kyoto Protocol itself, which aims to bring about improvements in these countries in the second phase of commitments once industrialized countries have set an example in the first phase.
 Progressive Conservative Prime Minister Brian Mulroney also recognized the importance of this principle when Canada successfully led the way on the much-lauded Montréal Protocol on ozone-depleting substances in 1988.

At stake is whether Canada will address climate change within a global framework, or whether it will adopt a strictly national (or indeed provincial or sectoral) approach to what is a global problem. In adopting Kyoto, Canada opted to extend its general preference for multilateralism to climate change.
 

In the context of international relations, “hard” security and trade matters have traditionally trumped “soft” social and environmental ones. The reality, however, is that ecological degradation is a growing source of conflict in the world, and thus represents a real threat to collective and economic security.

B.
The Opportunity

Climate change is set to become one of the defining issues of the 21st century. How we choose to address this challenge now will shape our future for decades to come. Our health, our ecosystems, our economy, and our very planet depend on it. The scientific consensus is in – burning coal, oil and gas has trapped massive amounts of greenhouse gases in our atmosphere, and is fundamentally altering life on earth. If we don’t radically change the way we use energy, we face a future with more air pollution, more storms, floods and droughts, and more water shortages and disease. This bleak scenario is not inevitable. Political leaders, business leaders, and individuals around the world are stepping up to the challenge of climate change.

Curbing climate change will constitute an unprecedented test not only of technical know-how, but also of public will and political leadership. By the end of Kyoto’s first commitment period in 2012, Canada is to achieve a 6% reduction in its GHG emissions below their 1990 levels. However, since the 1990 base year and 2003 (the last year for which we have data), Canada’s emissions have increased by approximately 24%. This translates into a rough reality if we are to achieve our Kyoto targets: within the next six years, we need to reduce our emissions by at least 30% from current levels. While the US contributes roughly 25% to global GHG emissions, Canada produces a mere 3%. But person for person, Canadians — along with Australians and Americans — are the biggest energy consumers in the world. Thus, the country has a unique opportunity and responsibility to contribute to the global fight against climate change. Canada should compensate for its vast size and cold climate not with more GHG emissions, but with greater innovation and investment in cleaner, greener and more efficient sources of energy. 
1.
A More Efficient and Competitive Economy

Kyoto opponents continue to claim the accord will damage our competitiveness. However, it is the policy uncertainty created by the government's refusal to effectively address climate change that is most costly for corporate decision-making. Implementing Kyoto would not only create policy clarity in terms of a carbon market, it would keep Canada from falling behind on innovation toward a carbon-constrained future. As things stand, our companies risk falling behind in terms of investing in innovation and exporting clean technologies abroad. 
Opponents of Kyoto claimed that Canada could not afford to implement the accord because it would damage Canada’s economic competitiveness. However, the policy uncertainty created by the Conservative government’s continued questioning of the science and urgency of climate change and attendant failure to develop an effective action plan, is costly not only in economic terms, but also for corporate decision-making.

Some business sectors may resent the added burden of having to scramble to meet Kyoto targets within a much tighter timeframe. But in the interests of both our environment and our overall economic competitiveness, it is time to bring clarity and get on with the business of implementation. The history of environmental regulation clearly shows that when a clear target is set, the business community will work to meet it. In contrast, when vague or wobbly targets are set, the confusion causes a mixed response from business – a response that, quite logically, includes an increased lobbying effort to delay more meaningful government action.

Canadian business magazine Corporate Knights described Kyoto as “an Innovation Agenda in disguise” with the following explanation:

New technologies that make sense in a world that puts cost constraints on emitters of greenhouse gases will emerge … Firms that invest in cleaner ways of doing business will gain market share and reduce costs. By aligning firms with price signals that send a clear message (pollution costs), Kyoto will stir up a critical mass of activity establishing a business web of innovative firms that will act as a reinforcing network for developing ever-cleaner and more efficient processes. Those firms that continue to waste energy will waste away.

Kyoto provides substantial opportunities to make a transition to a more efficient and competitive economy. According to the Pembina Institute for Appropriate Technology,
 Canada’s competitiveness should benefit from Canada’s participation in the Kyoto Protocol. Its report found that by government taking a lead on environmental policy, firms could be more efficient and competitive. In a survey of corporations in several key sectors (including oil and gas, electricity, chemicals, transportation, and manufacturing) with major operations in Canada, those firms that took early action to improve efficiency and implement emission-reduction strategies in anticipation of Kyoto implementation also increased their competitiveness. For example, from 1990 to 2000, DuPont reduced its GHG emissions by 60% while production increased by 10% and shareholder return quadrupled. Between 1995 and 2001, Interface, a flooring products firm, reduced GHG emissions per unit of production by 64% in its Canadian operations while the company’s waste reduction programme produced savings of more than CA$185 million worldwide. British Petroleum, one of the world’s largest oil companies, dubbed itself “Beyond Petroleum”, which was more than an advertising gimmick: in 1997, the company committed to reducing its GHG emissions by 10% below 1990 levels by 2010. Not only did BP achieve this target eight years ahead of schedule (in March 2002), but it also did so at no net economic cost (i.e., savings from increased efficiency outweighed expenditures) while more than doubling its basic earnings per share (from US$0.17 in 1998 to US$0.36 in 2001).

2.
Green Trade
Opportunities for trade in clean technologies are not limited to OECD countries. The emergence of markets in the developing world and economies in transition — China, India, Latin America, and Africa, as well as eastern and central Europe — will provide those who move quickly with tremendous economic opportunity. Indeed, over the next 20 years alone, the global market for climate-related technologies will be valued in the trillions of dollars. As developing countries continue to grow in the coming decades, Canada will be poised to export the very technologies that these economies will urgently need to develop in an environmentally sustainable way.

Developing countries’ demand for clean technology will significantly increase if they are required to grow in an environmentally sustainable way through international conventions, for example by decreasing their GHG emissions and other measures. By leading on Kyoto, Canada would have a greater say in current negotiations about whether and when countries such as Brazil, China, and India come on board the global climate change regime. Ratification by industrialised countries such as Canada also creates an additional incentive for developing economies to commit to their own targets. In this way, Canada’s commitment to Kyoto supports both its environmental and economic objectives. By supporting Kyoto, Canada sent an important political signal that strengthens future markets for its environmentally friendly economic goods and services. Thus, in meeting its Kyoto targets, Canada will not only be contributing to emissions reductions and global sustainability; it will be at the forefront of an emerging world market and a fundamental transition of the global economy.

3.
Keeping up with the Americans
Also prominent in the rhetoric of Kyoto critics is the notion that Canada cannot afford to implement the agreement because its largest trading partner has rejected it. This argument confuses lack of leadership by the Bush administration on climate change with lack of action by American states, cities, companies, and citizens. Indeed, state and municipal governments in the US are moving faster and further than their Canadian counterparts in reducing GHG emissions. Moreover, despite the Bush team’s opposition to Kyoto, Washington still administers a much more substantial body of GHG-reducing measures than does Ottawa. At every level of government, Canada lags behind its US counterparts in its efforts to curb climate change. If these trends continue, the US may well shrink its GHG emissions in line with Kyoto targets despite not having formally ratified the accord. And although it is unlikely to do so under the Bush administration’s watch, the US may well ratify under a future administration. US ratification would come with a stronger push for enforcement mechanisms, and thus potentially costly trade measures. So Canada has a choice: it can pay now or in all likelihood pay more later.

Moreover, Kyoto does not preclude Canada from complementing its global commitments with national or indeed regional environmental understandings, such as under the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), provided these enhance rather than undermine our Kyoto targets.

Currently, while the US remains outside the global climate change regime, the demand for special emissions permits (which signatories to Kyoto can purchase to offset their excess emissions) will be relatively low, thereby reducing the price of such permits and thus the cost of complying with Kyoto’s targets. The sale of emissions permits is one of several global market-based mechanisms that increase the range of options by which Kyoto targets can be met flexibly and at lost cost. Other Kyoto schemes such as Joint Implementation and the Clean Development Mechanism also allow industrialized countries such as Canada to work with other countries so that not all implementation must be carried out domestically.

Domestic disagreements within Canada geared to addressing climate change only serve to reinforce Kyoto’s value as an international agreement. Indeed, the protocol embodies liberal principles — such as intergenerational equity, common but differentiated responsibility, the polluter-pays principle and the precautionary principle — that may prove instructive for Canada as it seeks establish a fair and equitable national climate change regime that does not unduly burden particular provinces, sectors, or stakeholders.

Ultimately, Kyoto represents a litmus test for Canadians: Will we gaze at our navels while fearing change? Or will we accept the challenge of confronting a global problem while preparing our country and our economy for the carbon-constrained reality of the 21st century?

C.
The Objectives and Action Agenda ​

Climate change is happening now, both in Canada and around the world. Most of this change is attributable to human activities that release greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. . . . We call on all levels of government to take immediate action. We must both reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and prepare for climate change. . . . The scientific evidence dictates that in order to stabilize the climate, global reductions in greenhouse gas emissions need to go far beyond those mandated under [the] Kyoto Protocol.
– Canadian Meteorological and Oceanographic Society, June 2006.
 

1.
Beyond Kyoto
While the Kyoto Protocol currently requires industrialized countries to reduce their emissions by a few percent below the 1990 level by 2012, its parent treaty, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), requires “stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic (i.e., human-caused) interference with the climate system.”
 For industrialized countries that are legally bound to the UNFCCC (such as Canada and the United States) to meet their obligations, GHG emissions will have to fall by 25–30% between 1990 and 2020 and by 85–90% between 1990 and 2050. 

Based on this analysis, a report from the David Suzuki Foundation and the Pembina Institute maintains that, in order to avoid dangerous climate change,
 Canada must go far beyond Kyoto’s first commitment period
 (2008–12) and achieve “deep reductions” in GHG emissions in both the medium- and long-term targets. While short-term targets remain essential to ensuring urgent action, longer timeframes are also required to (a) help governments make the right policy decisions about where to go over the next 10–20 years, and (b) provide the private sector with the confidence and clarity  to invest sufficiently in low-GHG technologies and associated long-lived infrastructure. Note that these are not the loose and drawn out targets of the current Conservative government’s proposed policy, but clear institutional frameworks with intermediate steps spelled out to bring emissions down below dangerous climate-change-causing levels.
Recommendation for National GHG Targets 

To help avoid dangerous climate change,
 Canada should adopt the following targets to reduce GHG emissions:
· 6% below 1990 levels by 2012 (short-term target during Kyoto’s first commitment period);
· 25% below 1990 levels by 2020
 (medium-term target); and
· 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 (long-term target).
The report goes on to counter predictable objections to the proposed targets, a synopsis of which is reproduced below.
 

Countering Obvious Objections to Proposed GHG Targets

We don’t have the technology yet. A broad range of evidence, notably from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), shows that deep GHG emission reductions can be achieved with known options such as energy conservation, efficiency and renewable energy. Researchers at Princeton University recently put forward 15 technology options for GHG reduction and concluded: “Humanity can solve the carbon and climate problem in the first half of this century simply by scaling up what we already know how to do.... Every one of these options is already implemented at an industrial scale.”

It will cost too much. Evidence covering the availability of technology, opportunities for cost savings and economic modelling results suggests that deep emission reductions can be achieved at no more than modest cost. For example, modelling undertaken by the UK government suggests the country’s 60% emission reduction target can be achieved while delaying growth in GDP up to 2050 by about one year at most.

We’re a special case because of our energy exports. Some argue that Canada is not really responsible for rapidly rising emissions from the production of oil and gas for export because we cannot control the market’s demand. Several considerations contradict this argument: notably, it contravenes the polluter-pays principle. Also, Canadian producers could offset emissions from production by purchasing emission credits at a cost that is very modest compared to current oil prices. 

Canada can’t act without the US. It is a mistake to look solely at the position of the Bush administration. Many states are forging ahead with policies addressing GHG emissions, and there is now both in US Congress and the private sector considerable interest in and support for legislation to cap GHG emissions. For example, four states have enacted regulated limits on CO2 emissions from fossil-fuelled electricity generation, and in June 2005, the US Senate approved a non-binding resolution in favour of a comprehensive, national program of mandatory limits on GHG emissions.

We need more time because we’ve started late. Canada’s emissions had risen to 24% above the 1990 level by 2003. However, Canada’s failure to take meaningful action until very recently is Canada’s responsibility. Emission trading provides Canada with flexibility to meet targets that are missed through domestic reductions and flexibility to get back on track after our late start.

2.
A Climate and Energy Action Framework for Canada 
 

Climate and energy are inextricably linked. Since the bulk of Canada’s GHG emissions come from burning fossil fuels, we cannot continue to treat energy supply decisions and climate decisions in isolation. Former Liberal Environment Committee Chair and Taskforce Member Charles Caccia described Canada’s approaches to climate protection and energy as two horses galloping in opposite directions: “One horse pulls energy investments towards the fossil fuel sector, thus increasing GHG emissions. The opposite horse pulls programmes and policies aimed at reducing GHG emissions.” 
 This internally contradictory approach to policymaking under the current Conservative government must be brought to an end.
Canada relies far too much on traditional forms of energy: 82% of our GHG emissions come from the production or burning of fossil fuels for energy; essentially coal- or natural gas-fired plants in electricity generation, natural gas-fired boilers in other industrial facilities, gasoline and diesel engines in the transportation and natural gas heating in the buildings. The development of new oil and gas reserves is the source of up to 50 per cent of the growth in our country’s emissions. The boom in Canada’s energy sector cannot be ignored by the federal government. It raises many challenges as well as huge opportunities. Many stakeholders are calling on the federal government to take the lead in developing a framework that addresses supply and demand issues, energy pricing, exports, energy conservation and efficiency, and a host of other energy issues. 

Yet Canada is one of the few OECD countries that does not have a set of collaborative and integrated efforts in place to provide for our energy needs in an environmentally sustainable fashion. The UK’s 2003 Energy White Paper considered climate change and energy together, and made recommendations accordingly. Canada needs to undertake a similar exercise to reconcile our energy and climate needs – with the prevention of dangerous climate change as the over-arching objective (as outlined above). 
Canada must now re-establish domestic efforts to build credibility and certainty into any initiatives to deal with climate change and energy sustainability in a coherent fashion. Canada currently has less than six years to reach its targets under Kyoto’s first commitment period of 2008–12. In order to avoid further delay, it is time to redouble our efforts and implement the actions necessary to put in place our made-in-Canada plan on climate change. These efforts need to be undertaken  according to a three-pronged approach involving: government leadership and coordination; public education and engagement; and corporate leadership and responsibility. 
We know that these elements can be put in place. Over the last two decades, Canadians have proven that we can muster the necessary political and public resolve as well as needed resources to successfully tackle seemingly intractable problems: the fiscal deficit provides a compelling case in point. The corporate sector has also demonstrated leadership by helping to shape effective public policy; and, by taking their own sector-wide environmental initiatives, such as the chemical industry’s Responsible Care© programme. Such proactive and collective actions have changed corporations’ behaviour and improved corporate performance. 
Building on its successful precedent in addressing the fiscal deficit, a federal Liberal government’s efforts to combat climate change should do the following:

· Establish clear targets for reducing GHG emissions over the short-, medium- and long-term with a view to avoiding dangerous climate change (as outlined above);
· Be guided by effective governance systems to ensure leadership, coordination and accountability in its implementation efforts;
· Lead by example;
· Lay out a clear and comprehensive action plan comprised of a range of regulatory, financial and fiscal  measures as well as investments in infrastructure;
· Engage provinces and municipalities;
· Engage corporations;
· Engage Canadians;
· Engage the international community;
· Invest in research and development; and
· Address adaptation to climate change

Federal Engagement

Climate change represents a classic example of a cross-departmental file with a clear federal mandate whose management has been both inconsistent and inefficient. This challenge is exacerbated by the Conservative Government’s failure to provide a vision, broad objectives, and strategies for positioning climate change for the longer-term – particularly as such a vision relates to health protection, competitiveness, and innovation in energy and environmental technologies.

While the former Liberal governments’ Project Green succeeded in consolidating key programs, the current Conservative government’s approach to climate change has generally been a patchwork of different initiatives with no clear guidance to Canadian citizens, communities or companies on where our short-term or long-term priorities lie. Neither an accountability structure nor a management system exists to determine whether and how far these one-off measures will go in reducing emissions toward Canada’s Kyoto commitment.

Indeed, the fall 2006 report of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development indicated that “the government has yet to create an effective governance structure for managing climate-change activities…despite internal commitments made since 2003” and despite previous recommendations that such a structure is needed.

Given that responsibilities for climate change lie with many agencies, and that accountabilities need to assigned to these same agencies, there is a need for a federal climate change coordination office which has the necessary authority and technical knowledge to be effective; and an effective inter-jurisdictional body, operating at both the political and bureaucratic levels, which constructively engages the provinces and territories as well as coordinates their initiatives with  emerging federal programmes for implementation of a national climate and energy framework.

These governance mechanisms must provide for clear and transparent decision-making, accountability for delivering on commitments and obligations as well as oversight and monitoring to ensure we are making progress on addressing climate change. 

Recommendations for Effective Climate Change Governance

The federal government should establish a Climate Change Action Office reporting to the Prime Minister and/or a single senior minister, charged with the authority to coordinate and manage implementation of Canada’s national climate framework. The mandate of this body, to be placed in a central government agency such as PCO, would be to:

· Ensure integration and complementarity among federal departments as well as other levels of government in the design of the various elements of the framework;
· Monitor and report to Canadians on the country’s progress in meeting our climate change targets;
· Provide the economic, social and environmental analysis required to enable strategic choices to be made on priority actions to position Canada for the long-term; and
· Undertake ministerial consultations and negotiations with provinces and key stakeholders on the design and implementation of the framework. These would not be open-ended, but would be done quickly to develop concrete proposals.

Finally, the federal government should train its employees to conserve energy in the workplace. More importantly, it should require its buildings and fleet of vehicles as well as all public procurement decisions meet the highest standards in energy efficiency and use of low-impact renewable energy. If this is done on a large enough scale, government action can serve as a model and a basis for market transformation by kick-starting markets for low-GHG products, such as green power. 
Recommendation for a National Framework on Climate Change and Energy
In consultation with key stakeholders and the provinces, Canada should develop a nationwide framework to reduce GHG emissions through three key means: 

· Energy conservation — eliminating unnecessary energy-consuming activities;
· Energy efficiency — using more efficient processes, engines, buildings, equipment and appliances; and
· Clean energy — employing energy sources that have near-zero GHG emissions or lower emissions than those used now. Undertake a comprehensive federal environmental assessment of all major energy projects to take stock of their impact on the landscape, water use, air quality, and GHG emissions.

· Redirect current tax breaks and subsidies away from fossil fuels and toward renewable energy.
· Undertake a federal environmental assessment of all major energy projects that addresses the cumulative impacts of all proposed projects on the landscape, water use, air quality, and GHG emissions. 
· Redirect current tax breaks and subsidies away from fossil fuels and to renewable energy.
The development of this framework should be guided by a study of several American states and the United Kingdom, which have identified five crucial elements for successful efforts to assist the energy sector in achieving its environmental goals:

· Clear decisions by governments and electricity planning agencies to make energy efficiency a priority in energy policy;
· Legally binding targets for energy savings, with market-friendly means of meeting these targets and financial penalties for utilities that fail to meet the targets;
· Financial and institutional structures to deliver energy efficiency. The most successful strategies have clear institutional focal points to lead and deliver energy savings, and stable, long-term funding sources for energy efficiency programs;
· A comprehensive set of approaches, including regulatory standards and codes that are updated regularly to phase inefficient equipment and practices out of the marketplace, provide financial incentives and assistance to help consumers become more energy efficient, and train building and equipment operators and retailers to use energy wisely; and 

· Measurement and verification protocols to provide an ongoing assessment of what approaches are working, and where changes are needed.

Notwithstanding political support for certain technologies, not all clean energy is created equal. For instance: Nuclear power cannot be considered as an option to reduce GHGs for reasons including cost, security, long-term waste disposal, fuel-cycle health and safety, reliability and unsuitability to meet non-electrical needs; Hydropower can play a complementary role in a grid optimized to maximize renewable energy. However, only new low-impact hydro would have a place in a low-carbon future. Power grids can be designed and optimized to allow base and peak loads to be met primarily with renewable energy power sources. Carbon capture and storage is not a “silver bullet” for climate change: it would be far better to reduce fossil fuel use in the first place than to sequester the resulting GHGs underground. It’s also not a permanent solution to climate change, as it would prolong the fossil-fuel era. Until other methods have been proven to be effective and permanent, carbon capture likely has a role to play, but only deep aquifer storage should be allowed and strict conditions should be put in place on any capture and storage technology. The downsides to each of these “clean” energy sources points to the need for comprehensive environmental assessment whenever new energy projects are undertaken.
A credible and comprehensive climate and energy framework for Canada requires broad and bold action. To meet its current and future GHG-reducing targets, Canada will need to employ a wide range of policy instruments involving dozens of actions and initiatives. To elaborate on each is well beyond the scope of this paper, which will focus instead on a limited but essential set of recommendations involving the following actions: strong regulations where possible complemented by a variety of strong financial incentives; major infrastructure investments and aggressive action in government operations; corporate and citizen engagement; and international cooperation. 

Regulatory measures

Fifty-two percent of Canada’s GHG emissions come from industry (17 per cent from electricity generation, 19 per cent from oil and gas, and 16 per cent from mining, manufacturing, and other industrial processes). Because experience has demonstrated that voluntary measures without appropriate incentives do not provide significant results
, it is essential that Canada develops regulatory measures and market-based incentives for the different sectors and companies responsible for the majority of our GHG emissions. Indeed, until the federal government develops regulations that put a price on carbon and market-base means to mitigate the implied costs of carbon production, Canada will not be able to make meaningful progress towards reducing our GHG emissions. The single most important initiative Canada can undertake to limit emissions, then, is to develop a regulated GHG cap on heavy industry, along with an emissions trading system
 to help industry find the lowest-cost emissions reductions under the cap.
  Such a “cap and trade” system would allow Canada to create a national carbon market as well as participate in the growing international carbon exchanges. 

Recommendations for Regulatory and Market Measures

· Establish mandatory GHG emission targets for large emitters. The targets would take effect no later than 2008 and become progressively more binding to ensure absolute emissions reductions.

· For increased flexibility within the overall “cap” on GHG emissions and to reduce costs borne by GHG emitters, regulations would allow a system of emissions credits trading, and the auction of a percentage of permits. 

· Adopt “just transition” policies to minimize the local impact of a fossil-fuel phase-out. 
Financial and fiscal measures

In areas where a government does not have the power to regulate, or as a complement to regulation, it can establish financial incentives and/or disincentives to change the economic decisions that are currently being made to invest in GHG-intensive activities, technologies and infrastructure. Incentives and/or disincentives can be established by tax changes, grants, loans, or by granting emission “offset” credits
 to those undertaking emission reduction projects. 

Financial incentives that are strong enough to be effective will have much higher costs to government and taxpayers than regulations, and governments will not have sufficient resources to rely on financial incentives alone to combat the powerful economic forces that are driving up GHG emissions. In addition, incentives must be carefully designed to minimize “free riders” who would undertake intended activities even without receiving an incentive. 

Regulations must therefore be the first choice, unless incentives are balanced by disincentives (penalties) to ensure overall revenue neutrality for government. For example, incentives for the most efficient vehicles could be balanced by fees for the least efficient (the so-called “feebate”). The effectiveness and/or take-up of financial incentives can be limited by non-financial barriers. Governments must therefore ensure that financial incentives are supported, where necessary, by measures respecting labeling, auditing, technical standards, training, certification, resource mapping, hands-on assistance with project implementation and access to financing. 

Recommendations for Financial Measures

· Establish a revenue-neutral mix of financial incentives (e.g., tax changes, grants, loans) and disincentives (e.g., penalties) to change the economic decisions that are currently being made to invest in GHG-intensive activities, technologies and infrastructure. 

· Adopt the following four fiscal measures proposed by the Green Budget Coalition to accelerate growth in the renewable energy and energy efficiency sectors:

· Increased renewable energy production incentives;
· Additional transfers to provinces and municipalities for investments in energy efficiency and renewable energy;
· Continued support for buildings retrofit programs; and
· Tax measures to support the phase out of inefficient lighting by 2015.
Investments in infrastructure

Governments can also bring about major reductions in GHG emissions by investing in low-GHG infrastructure in sectors commonly dependent on public funding. Examples include public transit and other urban infrastructure that facilitate less car use, high efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure (such as railways), expansion of capacity to generate low-impact renewable electricity and associated optimization of electricity grids, community energy systems and landfill gas capture systems. 

Recommendations for Infrastructure Investments

· Invest in low-GHG infrastructure in sectors commonly dependent on public funding, such as infrastructure that reduces vehicle use: public transit, high-efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure (such as railways).
· Expand our capacity to generate low-impact renewable electricity and associated optimization of electricity grids, community energy systems and landfill gas capture systems.
While detailed recommendations on each major GHG-producing sector are well beyond the scope of this report, on transportation specifically, Canada should:

· Adopt regulations that meet or exceed California’s car emission standards by 2010;
· Set standards for fuel economy or GHG emissions from cars and light trucks;
· Require a strict speed limit policy (no more than 100 km/h) for commercial fleets, including large trucks, vans and other vehicles, to reduce fuel consumption and GHG emissions;
· Establish a program aimed at changing consumer behaviour. For example, provide a financial incentive (through refunds) to consumers purchasing energy-efficient vehicles (including small-size hybrids) and considering a tax on vehicles that consume fuel beyond certain limits;  

· In collaboration with the provinces, encourage the use of public transportation;
 and
· Invest directly in high-efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure. For example, a high-speed train from Windsor to Québec City could greatly reduce emissions from transport on the 401 corridor and could be done through a public-private partnership.

The following table, drawn from a report by the Pembina Institute, presents a checklist of the policy actions that a credible, comprehensive climate change plan would contain. The checklist has been developed by applying the key types of policy actions identified above to the main sources of GHG emissions, while taking into account the limits of federal jurisdiction. 

	Policy actions

	Industrial facilities

	Regulations to set mandatory GHG targets (combined with emissions trading) for heavy industry and airlines

	Financial incentives for production/consumption of electricity from low-impact renewable sources

	Financial incentives for co-generation of heat and electricity

	Regulations to strengthen standards for the energy efficiency of appliances and equipment


	Passenger cars and trucks

	Regulations to set standards for fuel economy or GHG emissions from cars and light trucks

	Financial incentives for the purchase of high-efficiency cars and light trucks

	Financial incentives for the production/consumption of ethanol fuel with low life-cycle impacts

	Regulations to require 10% ethanol content in gasoline (with an increasing portion of cellulosic ethanol)

	Freight transportation

	Financial incentives for high efficiency freight transportation

	Direct investments in and/or transfers to provincial/territorial governments for high efficiency freight and intercity passenger transportation infrastructure

	Financial incentives for the production/consumption of biodiesel with low life-cycle impacts

	Regulations to require biodiesel content in diesel fuel

	Residential buildings

	Financial incentives for construction of new residential buildings that have low net energy consumption

	Financial incentives for energy efficiency retrofits to existing residential buildings, including low-income homes

	Financial incentives for production of renewable heat for use in residential buildings

	Commercial buildings

	Financial incentives for construction of new commercial buildings that have low net energy consumption

	Financial incentives for energy efficiency retrofits to existing commercial buildings

	Financial incentives for production of renewable heat for use in commercial buildings

	Agriculture

	Financial incentives for GHG emission reductions and enhanced carbon storage in agriculture

	Forestry

	Financial incentives for enhanced carbon storage in forests

	Infrastructure investments and targeted transfers

	Direct investments in and/or targeted transfers to provincial/territorial governments for GHG-reducing infrastructure and policy action

	Direct investments in and/or targeted transfers to municipal governments for GHG-reducing infrastructure and policy action

	National GHG targets

	Adoption of a legally binding national GHG emissions target for the near term (e.g., 2012)

	Adoption of a national GHG emissions target for the medium term (e.g., 2020) that is consistent with the long term target (see next item)

	Adoption of a national target for deep reductions in GHG emissions in the long term (e.g., 2050)

	Other “indirect” policy actions

	Investments in further development of low-GHG technology for future deployment

	Investments in public education about climate change and personal actions to reduce GHG emissions

	Improvement of government operations to reduce GHG emissions 


Source: Pembina Institute Federal Policy to Combat Climate Change: a Blueprint, p.10.
In developing a national climate change and energy framework to meet Canada’s GHG-reduction targets, the federal government should work with all stakeholders, in particular the provinces. For example, it could host a first minister’s conference to negotiate a truly national set of actions that is both respectful of provincial responsibilities and effectively addresses national concerns. Moreover, Canada’s energy policy should specifically address the energy efficiency and renewable energy needs of low-income and First Nations families, who are amongst the most vulnerable to both energy costs and the effects of climate change.

Municipal and Provincial Engagement

The federal government, as Canada’s national government, also has an instrumental role to play in championing and coordinating Canada’s overall effort to combat climate change. As a party to international treaties on climate change, it has the responsibility to comply with them. However, the federal government does not have the jurisdictional authority to implement all types of policy actions in all circumstances, Therefore, it is important that the federal government be proactive in seeking the collaboration of provincial, territorial and municipal governments in maximizing the effectiveness of all its policy actions to reduce GHG emissions, and in ensuring that actions taken by all governments form a coherent package. 

The federal government should also work to encourage provincial, territorial and municipal governments to implement their own policy actions to reduce GHG emissions. When federal and provincial governments, for example, agree to work together to combat climate change, the federal government should be expected to provide some financial resources, but provincial governments in turn should be expected to adopt or strengthen regulations in areas that fall under their jurisdiction. Examples include regulated quotas for low-impact renewable sources of electricity and stronger energy efficiency requirements in building codes. In other words, federal transfers for GHG reduction should be conditional on provincial regulatory action. Federal investments in low-GHG infrastructure that pass via provincial, territorial or municipal governments, which may be more appropriate in some cases than direct federal action, are another form of targeted transfer.
To address Canada’s political environment and target all areas of the economy which impact climate change, the federal government should implement a system of transfers to support effective initiatives undertaken by provinces and municipalities. 

Recommendations for Municipal and Provincial Engagement
· Reinstate the Partnership Fund developed in Project Green wherein provinces will be transferred funds upon successful completion of climate change implementation plan to reduce GHG emissions within the respective jurisdiction.
· Make direct investments and/or targeted transfers to municipalities for landfill gas capture, public transit and other GHG-reducing infrastructure. 
· Make direct investments and/or targeted transfers to provinces for expansion of low-impact renewable electricity, optimized electricity grids, landfill gas capture, public transit and other GHG-reducing infrastructure. 

Citizen Engagement

Canadians must be directly engaged if Canada is to make progress in curbing climate change and in reaping the benefits of the technological and behavioural transformation on which such progress must be built. Such changes must involve effective and genuine public communication to inform and raise awareness of the public. The last few years of domestic debate over Kyoto have provided Canadians with a wealth of knowledge on which to build in the future. Many groups, in particular media and science-based ones, have provided excellent information to the public about climate change. We must continue this as we address the very real and sometimes hard measures that will have to be taken in order to meet our Kyoto commitments and beyond. All levels of government – federal, provincial and municipal – as well as a range of business sectors need to engage the public in dialogue on two key issues: (a) the solutions they are developing to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; and (b) ways to adapt to the increasing risks climate change poses to Canadians. 

Public education is needed to ensure that citizens grasp how they can reduce the GHG emissions for which they are directly responsible — notably those associated with energy use in homes and transportation. At the same it should not be imagined that voluntary action by individuals can realistically result in emission reductions comparable to those achievable with, for example, regulation of the energy efficiency of buildings and vehicles or major financial incentives in the same areas.

Building on this increased awareness, the federal government should also undertake initiatives to encourage citizens to reduce their own GHG-producing activities. 

Recommendations for Citizen Engagement

· Reinstate programs such as EnerGuide, which provide financial incentives to private citizens to undertake energy efficiency measures in their homes.

· Reinstate a program like the One Tonne Challenge or a similar program, administered by NGOs to raise public awareness of the need to reduce GHG emissions.

Corporate Engagement
Corporate responsibility must be demonstrated when the going gets tough, not just when its costs are low. The emerging rules are now clear enough for Canadian corporate leaders to participate constructively in taking up their share of measures needed to meet Canada’s current commitments under Kyoto. Clearly, business is key to building a win-win environmental and economic approach to dealing with climate change. 

We need corporate leadership and demonstrated corporate responsibility. In each of the key sectors both affected by and contributing to rising GHG emissions, there are companies which have identified climate change as both a risk and a strategic driver for their businesses in the future. Some companies in oil and gas, utilities, mining, manufacturing and forest products, among others, have used their public sustainability reports to show shareholders and communities that they are serious about global warming. And many have for years been making the technological and investment foundations to respond to this challenge. These corporate leaders can play a constructive role in ensuring a sustainable future for Canada.

Corporations can now demonstrate the critical part they can play in Canada’s environmental solutions. They can start by building a solid business case for realistic but effective action, and by constructively and transparently engaging in the negotiations with governments needed to design concrete measures to meet their share of Canada’s climate change commitments. Further, they can take real actions such as establishing a shadow price for carbon to manage their potential liabilities, just as leading companies have done internationally. Most importantly, business need to start making commitments to real emissions reductions, not just improvements to emissions intensity, given continued growth in activities. 

Recommendation for Corporate Engagement

Establish an environmental partnership with a coalition of constructively engaged companies (such as KyotoSmart) that have a demonstrated commitment to combating climate change by developing  credible plans to reduce GHG emissions.

 
Research and Development

Regulations that set targets and standards while leaving room for emitters to choose how to meet them should be very effective in inducing the private sector to invest in technology development to reduce the costs of compliance — especially if the targets and standards are set in advance for a long period. In addition to regulatory and fiscal measures, the federal government’ first priority in combating climate change must be the near-term, large-scale deployment of existing low-GHG technologies. While the deployment of existing technologies could produce deep reductions in emissions without excessive cost, government should also invest in the further development of low-GHG technology for later deployment at even lower cost. 

Recommendations for Research and Development

· Provide seed funding and tax incentives for companies to develop environmentally-sound products and services, resulting in benefits to the environment, while providing high-tech jobs and exportable technology. 
· Develop a Sustainable Energy Trust
 that outlines a critical mechanism for enabling cost-effective, practical sustainable energy technologies to be integrated into the marketplace. This public trust could be established through profits from the sale of Petro-Canada share and would focus on deploying new technologies that complement the numerous federal R&D programs.
· Support the development of new markets such as: conversion to the use of organic agricultural techniques and more sustainable forest practices that both minimize the use of fossil fuels and provide biofuels for transport, power and heating in an environmentally and socially acceptable fashion.

International Engagement

In ratifying the UN Framework on Climate Change in 1992 and the Kyoto Protocol in 2002, Canada made a legally binding international commitment to do its part to combat climate change. The Kyoto Protocol provides mechanisms to help Parties to the Protocol to meet their targets and Canada has the opportunity to employ them. Furthermore, as an industrialized country, Canada has the responsibility to provide leadership in reducing GHG emissions, so that developing countries may follow.

In December 2005, Canada hosted the first Meeting of the Parties to the Protocol following the entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol as well as the 11th meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Under the chairmanship of then Liberal Environment Minister Stéphane Dion, the meetings successfully lay the foundation for the global climate change regime beyond the first commitment period (2008–12) under Kyoto. Going forward, Canada’s international efforts were to focus on securing the support of uncommitted countries, particularly major GHG-producing ones — without which an effective climate change regime cannot operate effectively. 
Almost one year later, some 180 countries convened in Nairobi for the 12th UN climate change conference. There, Canada – represented by Conservative Environment Minister Rona Ambrose – came under fire from the UN, other countries and environmentalists alike for effectively abandoning Kyoto. 

Canada must urgently shift from inspiring global ridicule to inspiring global action. It can reclaim its hard-earned mantle of environmental leadership through concrete domestic action and providing forward-looking solutions in ongoing international negotiations on climate change. 

Recommendations for International Climate Negotiations

In the course of ongoing international climate negotiations, Canada should:

· Re-affirm the goal of keeping global temperatures to within 2°C of pre-industrial levels, with a view to meeting the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) objective of avoiding dangerous climate change;
· Acknowledge that achieving this goal will require major reductions in the production of GHGs; and
· Recognize capacity to act as a key consideration when allocating responsibility for necessary emission reductions.

Investing in good overseas projects to offset Canadian emissions is an important part of a credible climate change framework, and will be essential if we are to meet (or even come close to) our Kyoto targets. Numerous other industrialized countries have established national funds to buy Kyoto-compliant project credits overseas. The EU’s emissions trading system also allows companies to purchase these credits to meet their emission-reduction targets. Investing in projects and exporting Canadian technologies to reduce GHG emissions in developing countries not only helps offset Canadian emissions, but it also ensures that new economies integrate GHG-emission control into economic development.

Recommendation for International Emissions Trading

Purchase carbon credits from other countries under Kyoto’s Clean Development Mechanism or Joint Implementation, which provide real GHG emission reductions to assist Canada in meeting its  immediate Kyoto target.

In addition to the Kyoto Protocol and outside of the UNFCCC Mandate, Canada should take bilateral and multilateral action to supplement and support – not supplant – the Mandate. Thus, Canada should participate in international cooperation on global renewable energy transition through international conferences, the Conference on Sustainable Development, the Global Village Energy Partnership) and others. Canada should also participate in and support any new international agency established to co-ordinate this transition to renewable energy use.

As the world’s population stabilizes, energy efficiency and renewable energy could ultimately meet all global energy needs while providing everyone with a decent standard of living. GHG reductions cannot be achieved without addressing poverty and universal access to energy services at the same time. All nations need comprehensive national renewable energy strategies based on the globally-agreed Bonn policy recommendations. 

Recommendations for International Assistance and Trade

· Focus bilateral and multilateral development assistance (ODA) on renewable energy programs that catalyze access to clean energy and reduce poverty;
· Increase the level of support for community renewable energy in Canada’s ODA;
· Provide significant assistance to developing regions to help them bypass fossil fuels in favour of an economy based on sustainable energy, while at the same time increasing the quality of life;
· Include significant and appropriate assistance to help those most vulnerable to the effects of climate change in all parts of the world; and
· Support renewable energy technology exports through Export Credit Agency guarantees, market surveys, etc..
Adaptation

According to the IPCC, past emissions have already committed the Earth to some climate change, making adapting to climate change a necessary strategy that should accompany measures to mitigate against climate change. While most adaptation efforts to date have been reactive (e.g., responding to immediate crises such as extreme weather events), governments must become far more proactive by assessing potential future impacts and their risks. We can also develop strategies to reduce these risks, such as changing design and construction standards to ensure that new construction is resilient to future weather extremes, and protecting coastal communities with seawalls. Of course, rapid and significant climate change will make it more difficult to adapt than would less and slower change.

Recommendations for Adaptation

· Develop pro-active adaptation strategies for residential areas (i.e., floodplains, settlements on permafrost, etc.) and communities (e.g., coastal and Northern) that are vulnerable to climate change, and for economic sectors particularly dependent on stable climatic conditions (e.g., tourism, agriculture, forestry and fishing);
· Establish a fund to assist Aboriginals in the North, the group most vulnerable to climate change in Canada and the one with the fewest available resources for adaptation. This group could be displaced and their livelihoods greatly impacted by climate change. Along with this fund, there should be an education program for those that will need to develop new professional skills as a result of climate change; and
· Establish a taskforce to identify areas in the economy that will suffer or benefit from climate change in Canada in order to minimize costs and capitalize on opportunities. 
III.
POLLUTION

Humans depend on nature to dispose of our waste products. As a result, our oceans, rivers, lakes, air and lands have become repositories for society’s industrial and personal waste. The incredible volumes of pollution currently being dumped into the environment overwhelm the Earth’s capacities to absorb, transform or break down these materials. Some materials take thousands of years to decay, and may become more toxic as they decompose, resulting in long-term damage to the environment and human health.

Pollutants dumped into the environment do not just disappear, or remain suspended in air and water: they enter the tissues of the living things. The pollutants are then passed up the through the food chain and increase in toxicity, a process known as bioaccumulation. Human beings, high on the food chain and at risk from bioaccumulation, are now beginning to understand the impacts of pollution on their own well-being. According to a recent report from the David Suzuki Foundation,
 the breast milk of Canadian women contains the second highest level of PBDE concentrations in the world, behind Americans. 

Bioaccumulation is painfully evident in Beluga whale populations in the St. Lawrence River, where levels of PCBs, mercury, lead and DDT in the whales are at extreme levels. Because Beluga whales are a top predator on the food chain, they collect the toxins from all the organisms that they eat. Sadly, these toxins are passed down to the next generation when females release these toxins to their young in-utero and through their breast milk. This high level of toxicity is having a significant impact on St. Lawrence Beluga populations through an increase in diseases such as cancer.
A.
Air Quality 

Canadians are concerned about the impact of pollution on the environment and their health. Children are especially vulnerable and experience greater exposure than adults. Air pollution costs billions of dollars in health care costs and worker absenteeism. The Ontario Medical Association conservatively estimates that two air pollutants, ground level ozone and fine particulate matter, are responsible for over 5,800 premature deaths in Ontario, over 16,800 hospital admissions, nearly 60,000 emergency room visits and over 29 million minor illness days, costing Ontario almost $1 billion per year. The provincial government estimates the total cost of air pollution at more than $10 billion. In a recent OECD survey, Canada ranked in the bottom three industrialized countries in regulating pollutants such as volatile organic compounds, sulphur oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, ozone-depleting substances and greenhouse gases.

The Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA) is an important policy instrument that has been ineffectively implemented. Mounting exposure to toxic substances in our air and water is linked to serious threats to human health, especially for children. Greater efforts and resources need to be invested in both strengthening and effectively implementing CEPA. 

Recommendations for Improving Air Quality

Liberals should support the following measures to enhance air quality under the existing Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA):

· Following consultation with the provicnes, set clear and federally-enforceable national and regional targets and timelines for reducing emissions that cause smog, including sulphur and nitrogen oxides, particulate matter and volatile organic compounds. On air pollutants that cause smog, the federal government should regulate ambient levels in line with the Canada-wide standard of 65 parts per billion over an eight-hour period.

· Implement a federal action plan to achieve regional and national targets for these substances, including reductions in emissions from key sources, such as coal-fired power plants, transportation, and industrial facilities, with detailed monitoring and reporting of the results;  

· Implement a national mercury emission reduction strategy for Canada, reducing the use and release of this extremely toxic air pollutant;
· Establish mandatory Canadian vehicle and engine fuel efficiency standards that meet or exceed the leading standards in North America (currently California and several northern US states) – Canadians will save money at the pump and reduce smog.

B.
Toxic Substances 

Liberals should make a commitment to strengthening the CEPA to ensure that Canadians and their environment are properly protected from the harmful effects of toxic substances. Specifically, mandatory timelines must be in place at each stage of regulation – from assessment to regulatory actions – to ensure accountability in the law. As is required by Canada’s Pesticide Control Products Act, as well as emerging toxics legislation in the European Union, industry should be required to provide information about their substances before they enter the market. This approach would reduce the burden that is presently placed on government, which must determine whether products are dangerous before putting in place precautionary measures. Consumer products, which current laws do not effectively regulate for environmental effects, should be explicitly brought under CEPA’s authority. And the Act should be amended to include specific protections for vulnerable ecosystems such as the Great Lakes and the Arctic.

In September 2006, the government completed a seven-year process of categorizing approximately 23,000 chemicals in the market. With this knowledge, we now need swift legislative action to phase out the worst of these chemicals – those that are toxic, persistent, that build up in the environment and create the greatest exposure. In addition, because much of the categorization work relied on old and incomplete information (some of it more than 20 years out of date), continued efforts to categorize and assess chemicals needs to occur within a stronger and modernized legal framework.

CEPA must address the serious gap in federal regulation of toxic exposures from consumer products. Notably, proposed federal regulations fail to address a group of chemicals used as flame-retardants (specifically PBDEs, or polybrominated diphenyl ethers) that are found in a wide range of products including clothing, computers, motor vehicles, and furniture. PBDEs are accumulating at an exponential rate in several areas in Canada, including the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence basin and the Arctic. Canadian women have some of the world’s highest concentrations of these commonly encountered toxic chemicals.

Moreover, in the absence of scientific certainty regarding health and environmental impacts of chemicals, the federal government should adopt the Precautionary Principle
 by shifting the onus on to industry to show that products are safe before they can be used (rather than the current system, under which the government must generally prove that a substance is harmful before regulatory action can be taken). 
Finally, Canada should respect and strengthen its international commitments under the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants and the Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed Consent.

Recommendations for Regulating Toxic Substances

Liberals should work to strengthen and modernize the legal framework under CEPA for categorizing, assessing and regulating toxic substances through the following specific actions:

· Establish mandatory deadlines and stronger, less discretionary provisions to quickly review the worst chemicals and, where appropriate, eliminate them; 
· Phase out within one year the 100 most harmful chemicals identified in the categorization process. Fully assess the next 500 highest priority chemicals (persistent/bio-accumulative and toxic PBiT) within two years, and implement toxics use reduction (or elimination) plans within another two years;
· Ensure toxic substances assessment and management take greater account of the many sensitive stages of human development;
· Establish new requirements to update the list of chemicals in use and to track changes in use and emissions over time;
· Enhance accountability within government and industry to meet new and strict timelines. More resources are necessary in Health and Environment Canada to do the job;
· Establish a Toxics Charge on users of chemicals as a prime option for generating consistent funding for CEPA, and deserves a commitment from Environment Canada and Health Canada to build capacity;
· Expand reporting requirements for Canada’s pollution reporting system, the National Pollutant Release Inventory. For example, more comprehensive reporting on mining waste should be included;
· Remove legal barriers to citizen enforcement of CEPA, which are currently so onerous that no citizen enforcement actions have ever been initiated; 
· Provide the authority to regulate potentially harmful substances in consumer products;
· Adopt the precautionary approach to regulating toxics by shifting the onus on to industry to show that products are safe before they can be used; and
· Respect and strengthen Canada’s international commitments under the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants and the Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed Consent.

C.
The Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Basin
The Great Lakes – St. Lawrence (GLSL) basin is a national treasure under threat from toxic air and water pollutants. Canada needs to honour past commitments to eliminate GLSL pollution and should do so by means of special provisions within CEPA. The basin is home to nearly a third of Canada’s population, and generates about 25% of our GNP. It is the largest freshwater ecosystem in the world, and 58% of NPRI facilities are located in the basin. For the first time, the US is moving ahead without Canada on Great Lakes clean-up, due to the absence of legislative commitments on this side of the border. Several American initiatives, including a Presidential Executive Order, have committed resources to major clean-up efforts. Given Canada’s relative silence and inaction, we are not being consulted on these initiatives – initiatives that will have important implications for our environment and our economy. Consider, for instance, how new shipping regulations might affect the Canadian fleet, or other efforts to control invasive species. The lack of Canadian effort was at play in the US Coast Guard’s recent initiative to engage in live ammunition testing in the Great Lakes. Canada had nothing to say about this troubling move, since we have not managed to “belly up to the bar” on basin issues.

Recommendation for Protecting the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence basin

Devote a special section of CEPA to vulnerable ecosystems, particularly the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence basin, where 45% of Canada’s toxic air pollution is generated. CEPA’s preamble should specifically reference the Act as the implementing mechanism for the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.

IV – BIODIVERSITY

A.
The Web of Life
The term "biological diversity" is commonly used to describe the number and variety of living organisms on the planet. It is defined in terms of genes, species, and ecosystems which are the outcome of over 3,000 million years of evolution. The human species depends on biological diversity for its own survival. Thus, the term biodiversity can be considered a synonym for "life on Earth". To date, an estimated 1.75 million species have been identified. The exact number of the Earth's existing species, however, is still unknown. Estimates vary from a low of 5 million to a high of 100 million.

Yet, despite their essential benefits, species have been disappearing faster than at any time since the age of the dinosaur. Delicate ecosystems – damaged by deforestation, marine mining, nuclear and chemical contamination, waste disposal, acid rain, climate change, over-harvesting and human population explosions – are losing their ability to sustain life. 
Species extinction is a natural part of the evolutionary process. Human activities in the last quarter of the twentieth century are reducing biological diversity at an alarming rate. During past extinction episodes, it took more than 10 million years for the number of species to return to the level of biodiversity existing before the extinction. Today’s rates of extinctions are unprecedented and are largely influenced by human activity. The “natural” background rate of extinction is approximately one species per year, while the current rate is perhaps 100 or 1,000 times higher. 

According to the World Conservation Union’s 2006 Red List, the most authoritative ongoing tracking of species decline:
Recent extinction rates far exceed the rates of extinction in the fossil record. Extinction rates based on known extinctions of birds, mammals and amphibians over the past 100 years indicates that current extinction rates are 50 to 500 times higher than extinction rates in the fossil record. If Possibly Extinct species are included, this increases to 100 to 1,000 times natural (background) extinction rates. This is an extremely conservative estimate, as it does not account for undocumented extinctions. Although the estimates vary greatly, it appears that current extinction rates are at least two to four orders of magnitude above background rates.

At the current rate, it has been estimated that one quarter of all the Earth’s species will be eliminated within fifty years. Many will perish without ever being discovered. A conservative estimate calculate that, due to the loss of tropical forest habitat alone, 27,000 species are extinct annually – that is 74 per day, or three each hour. Some scientists contend that 60,000 of the 1.75 million known species (out of a total of 30 to 100 million unknown species) will disappear due to clear-cutting alone. Once they are gone, there is no alternative source for the unique qualities they possess.

The losses are not only taking place in tropical forests – where 50–90% of identified species live – but also in rivers and lakes, deserts and temperate forests, and on mountains and islands. 
While these extinctions are an environmental tragedy, they also have profound implications for economic and social development. In addition to the ecological services it provides, biological diversity is increasingly being recognized as a global asset of tremendous value to present and at least 40 per cent of the world's economy and 80 per cent of the needs of the poor are derived from biological resources. In addition, the richer the diversity of life, the greater the opportunity for medical discoveries, economic development, and adaptive responses to such new challenges as climate change. 
The variety of life is our insurance policy. Our own lives and livelihood depend on it.

Recommendations for Monitoring and Valuing Biodiversity

· Implement the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development’s 2005 recommendations to develop concrete and measurable biodiversity objectives against which success in significantly reducing the loss of biodiversity by 2010 can be evaluated. Objectives for protected areas, invasive alien species, species at risk critical habitat and ecosystem integrity are needed. 

· Implement a national biodiversity monitoring program and as well as investment in the valuation of ecosystem goods and services.

· Reinstate “state-of-environment reporting” with a focus on natural systems
 on a continuous (rather than periodic) and public basis. 
· Ensure adequate financial support to enable our scientific establishment, both within and outside government, to track our progress in biodiversity conservation, determine priority actions and continue to ensure the ecological integrity of our national parks system.

· Evaluate our ecological wealth and the services we obtain from nature so they are factored into the cost of doing business. Any deterioration of our natural assets must be accounted for, just as we account for and maintain the services we obtain from our built infrastructure, such as our roads, buildings and sewer pipes.

· Focus on market mechanisms for conservation – valuing biodiversity and making it part of our national accounting, including developing pragmatic policies for payment for ecosystem services.
B.
Causes of Biodiversity Loss
A primary threat to the world’s biodiversity is habitat destruction, which alters and potentially eliminates the conditions needs for plants and animals to survive. According the David Suzuki Foundation, 

Habitat fragmentation leaves isolated patches of ecosystems disrupt pollination, seed dispersal, wildlife migration and breeding. Humans destroy, degrade and fragment natural habitat in a variety of ways, most notably through large-scale industrial logging, conversion to agricultural use, urban sprawl, and industrial accidents.
Any serious efforts to protect biodiversity must be directed at these causes as well as other drivers of biodiversity loss. In addition to habitat loss which threatens biodiversity, other factors which threaten biodiversity are: poverty; over-exploitation of animal and plant species; soil, water and air pollution; and ozone depletion and climate change. The World Resources Institute identifies the six root causes of biodiversity loss as follows: population growth and increasing consumption; ignorance about species and ecosystems; poorly conceived governmental policies; effects of global trading systems which make developing countries rely heavily on agricultural commodities for export earnings and, as a result, push farmers towards large-scale plantations, growing the relatively narrow range of crops demanded by world markets; inequity of resource distribution; and failure to account fully for the value of biodiversity.

Recommendations for Addressing Drivers of Biodiversity Loss

Direct conservation efforts to address the drivers of biodiversity loss, including: 

· Habitat destruction (itself due to large-scale industrial logging, conversion to agricultural use, urban sprawl, and industrial accidents);
· Poverty and inequity of resource distribution;
· Unsustainable growth in population in developing countries and consumption in industrialized countries;
· Over-exploitation of animal and plant species;
· Pollution of soil, water and air;
· Ozone depletion and climate change;
· Ignorance about species and ecosystems;
· Failure to account fully for the value of biodiversity; and
· Well-intentioned but poorly conceived and/or implemented governmental policies.
C.
International Response
There are at present over 300 multilateral agreements for the protection of the environment (MEAs). Of these, approximately 30% address biodiversity either in full or in part. Most are aimed at protecting specific species and sites as well as regulating particular activities. In addition, while the majority of biodiversity-related MEAs are regional in scope, several are global and these are outlined in the box below. 

Global agreements related to biodiversity

Those international legal instruments which are concerned with wider environmental issues, but which address at least one aspect of biodiversity, include: 

• The Convention on the High Seas (Geneva: 29 April 1958); 

• The Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Seals (London: 1 June 1972); 

• The Convention concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage (Paris: 23 November 1972); 

• The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS) (Bonn: 23 June 1979); 

• The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) (Montego Bay: 10 December 1982); and

• The International Tropical Timber Agreement (ITTA) (Geneva: 18 November 1983).10 
Those international legal agreements which deal squarely with the conservation and management of the flora, fauna and habitat include: 

• The Convention Relative to the Preservation of Fauna and Flora in their Natural State (London: 8 November 1933);

• The International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (Washington D.C.: 2 December 1946); 

• The International Convention for the Protection of Birds (Paris Convention) (Paris: 18 October 1950); 

• The International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) (Rome: 6 December 1951); 

• The Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources of the High Seas (Geneva: 28 April 1958); 

• The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar Convention) (Ramsar: 2 February 1971); and
• The Convention on International Trade on Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) (Washington D.C.: 3 March 1973) 

However, the most comprehensive international agreement related to biodiversity is the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which alongside the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), emerged as one of two treaties from the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio. The original impetus for the convention in the 1980s was the growing frustration among conservation groups and countries such as the US regarding the sectoral approach taken by many international conservation agreements and an attendant desire to foster a comprehensive, global approach to species and ecosystem conservation. However, throughout the course of the treaty negotiations
, this objective was quickly supplemented (and, to some extent, supplanted) by international concerns for equity and economic development such that CBD quickly evolved from a traditional conservation convention to one with broader implications for the economy, intellectual property rights, trade, technology, human health and culture. What is most striking about the CBD is that it reflects concessions secured by developing countries that they had been unable to obtain in other multilateral negotiations, whether on trade, security, or even on other environmental issues such as climate change. 
Throughout the course of negotiating the CBD, the bargaining position of developing countries was significantly enhanced by their possession of a preponderance of the assets under negotiation. As the collective repository of four fifths of the world's biodiversity, developing countries successfully secured sovereign rights over the biological resources within their respective borders and can now better control the terms of access to these assets. The CBD goes beyond environmental conservation and provides for the sharing – with communities and countries of origin – of benefits arising from the use of genetic resources. The enormous revenues derived from these resources – which are the raw material for multi-national, multi-billion dollar (US) industries in agriculture, biotechnology and pharmaceuticals – raise the issue of who owns, controls and profits from the genetic information stored in species. Because the CBD addresses these economic issues, it is far more than an environmental treaty: it is a sustainable development treaty.
As previously outlined in the International Environmental Commitments section of this paper, Canada was the first industrialized country to sign and ratify the Convention in 1992, which entered into force despite overt opposition by the United States. Indeed, the CBD reached its peak in press coverage when the US announced it would not sign in Rio. Since that time, the Convention has received negligible coverage in the mainstream media – especially when compared to its ozone and climate change counterparts. If the CBD is indeed viewed as less popular and less prestigious than these other agreements, it is in part due to the nature of the issue-area itself: both the breadth and depth of biodiversity make it difficult to define a key point of action.
Whereas the impacts of atmospheric change, such as ozone depletion and global warming, are quickly grasped by the average person, comprehending the ‘web of life’ from microscopic organisms to entire ecosystems is more elusive. Unlike climate change, the reality and potential repercussions of biodiversity loss have long been recognized by science, but they are not easily communicated. Concretely, biodiversity does not offer an uncomplicated formula that advocates can explain to policy-makers in straightforward terms and that journalists can encapsulate in headlines for public consumption.

One of the problems faced in biodiversity conservation is the lack of a ‘technical fix’ as there is, for example, for climate change (or at least GHG emissions). This can be discouraging for conservation investments unless more concrete results can be demonstrated and a sense of forward progress can de developed.

The United Nations’ Millennium Ecosystem Assessment is the most comprehensive evaluation of human impacts on biodiversity. It also examines the dangers that environmental damage poses to human society. Hundreds of the world’s leading scientists contributed to this project; it is to global biodiversity equivalent what the IPCC is to global climate change. 
The 2010 target for reducing the rate of biodiversity loss is a Canadian commitment, made in Johannesburg by Prime Minister Chrétien, along with dozens of other heads of government. Unfortunately, lack of follow-up action has meant that it is now too close a target, which means we need to roll it into our work on the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). 

Recommendations for Meeting our International Biodiversity Commitments

· Urgently develop and implement an action plan to address our international commitment to reduce the rate of biodiversity loss by the year 2010.
· Integrate the recommendations of the UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment into the work of the Millennium Development Goals, particularly with respect to sustainable poverty reduction and health benefits.

· Implement objectives of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and its subsidiary protocols and processes, in particular by ratifying the Biosafety Protocol. 

· Support the CBD Secretariat headquartered in Montréal through financial contributions and other means.
· Take regulatory and other actions to meet and beat Canada’s targets under the Kyoto protocol as climate change is a significant threat to biodiversity in Canada and around the world.

D.
Canada and Biodiversity
According to the federal government’s Canadian Biodiversity Information Network (CBIN), there are 71,000 known species of plants and animals in Canada, and at least as many still undiscovered. 

Canada is a global steward of biodiversity as it is home to: 25% of the world's wetlands; 7% of the globe's renewable freshwater; 13% of the world's wilderness; and 10% of the world's forest. Natural capital is also the cornerstone of Canada's economy and competitiveness. For example, it is the basis for the following multi-billion dollar industries: forestry $ 74 billion; tourism $ 52 billion; agriculture $ 35 billion; fisheries $ 22 billion. Valuation of biodiversity and natural capital accounting are both key in this regard. For example, in 2002 the net market value of boreal natural capital extraction was $ 37.8 billion and ecosystem services value was $ 93.2 billion.
  Biodiversity is an important part of our national infrastructure and needs to be managed for its value as an asset. 

In addressing biodiversity within Canada, it is important to recognize that the key actions required of the federal government to protect biodiversity have already been identified. There is no need to reinvent the wheel, simply to commit to implementation. The following recommendations represent some of the top priorities from this perspective.

Recommendations for Meeting our National Biodiversity Commitments

· Implement an aggressive national protected areas strategy. This would include the expansion of terrestrial, marine, and freshwater protected areas through the expansion of the system of federally mandated protected areas including National Wildlife Areas, National Marine Conservation Areas, and National Parks.

· Commit to enforcing the Species at Risk Act (SARA). This includes: improving both the quantity and predictability of funding to departments charged with implementing SARA; and working with provinces to improve their performance in species protection.

· Adopt an ecosystem approach to habitat protection for endangered species.
· Commit federal government to implementation of the Boreal Forest Conservation Framework. This will protect Canada's vast boreal region – one of the largest remaining intact ecosystems in the world.

· Do more to support, encourage, and recognize protection of natural areas on private land. This includes the federal eco-gifts program and the work of NGO conservancies.

· Work to get the private sector more engaged in the conservation effort and through it  demonstrate the economic importance of good stewardship.
The David Suzuki Foundation provides more detailed proposals for protecting biodiversity. They merit reproduction here, and should be considered as the Liberal party and a future Liberal government develop further policies on biodiversity.
 

Protecting Natural Capital involves key measures that help safeguard the energy sources, forests, wildlife and ecological systems upon which humanity depends, including the life-supporting natural processes that clean air, purify water, pollinate plants, absorb carbon dioxide and prevent floods.

An Effective Species at Risk Act requires an ecosystem approach to habitat protection for endangered species. The federal government should provide more meaningful endangered species protections. The Ontario government recently appointed an Endangered Species Act Review Advisory Panel. The panel’s report
 recommends that species at risk should be automatically listed for protection following a scientific assessment of their status. Once listed, there would be prohibitions on harming both the species and its habitat. There would be provisions to grant exemptions in certain cases, and for significant financial incentives to encourage farmers, foresters and other land users to protect species on their property. The federal government should follow this model, which would provide a much greater level of protection than the current Species At Risk Act (SARA). The federal law also needs a more effective safety net, to ensure critical habitat in all jurisdictions is being protected.
· Work to restore healthy populations of Canada's 'at risk' flora and fauna by developing and implementing effective recovery strategies through the Species at Risk Act (SARA). These strategies must identify critical habitat and outline steps to protect it.
· Make an unprecedented investment in completing the systems of protected areas on land and sea in order to properly protect and conserve Canada’s ecological integrity, biodiversity and natural heritage with particular attention to areas most at risk from climate change, starting now with and habitat protection for migratory birds and species at risk.
A Terrestrial Protected Areas Strategy involves the completion of the federal protected areas strategy and an expanded network of national wildlife areas and the implementation of Ecosystem-Based Management (EBM) across Canada through agreements with provincial and territorial governments and aboriginal people. 

· Make an unprecedented investment in completing the systems of protected areas on land and sea in order to properly protect and conserve Canada’s ecological integrity, biodiversity and natural heritage with particular attention to areas most at risk from climate change, starting now with and habitat protection for migratory birds and species at risk.
· An Enhanced Marine and Fresh Water Protection Program involves increased funding to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans for enforcement and compliance, research and stock assessments, as well as a national freshwater conservation strategy to maintain water quality, eliminate industrial water pollution, reduce water consumption and improve sewage treatment.
E.
Oceans and Sustainable Fisheries
Canada’s oceans territory is the equivalent of forty per cent of the country’s total surface area. From an economic standpoint, Canada’s fishery provides incomes and livelihoods to countless coastal communities. Fishing accounts for the single largest industrial activity in out marine waters. Canadians also value our oceans for cultural, environmental and even culinary reasons. Yet Canada’s oceans are in deep trouble. From sea to sea, the effects of pollution, over-fishing and climate change pose a constant threat to marine ecosystems.
   

Scientists have long warned that modern fishing methods are pushing stocks dangerously close to extinction. In 2002, a team from the University of British Columbia found the depletion of cod along the shores of Newfoundland was about to spread to other North Atlantic species. About 29 per cent of worldwide seafood species has already reached a “collapsed” state, According to a recent study by an international team of ecologists and other scientists, global fish stocks and other seafood species are set to collapse by 2048 if modern fishing methods continue. This suggests there is still time to implement worldwide fishing quotas, to create designated fishing zones and to protect vulnerable ocean areas, measures that would reverse the current destructive trend.

Recommendations for Sustainable Fisheries
· Ban bottom-trawling in Canadian waters and support international treaties to ban the practice around the globe.

· Adopt a transition package for those whose livelihoods depend on industrial fishing.
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� Just as the Liberal government opposed the US invasion of Iraq without UN approval, so too should we reject strictly unilateral approaches to curbing climate change. On both the issues of Iraq and climate change, anything short of globally sanctioned action represents not only diplomatic defeats, but sub-optimal solutions to what are ultimately global security threats.


�  Heaps, Toby A.A. (2002). “Kyoto: An Innovation Agenda in Disguise”. Corporate Knights November, p. 10–4. A copy of the full article is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.corporateknights.ca/content/page.asp?name=Kyoto_innovation_agenda" ��www.corporateknights.ca/content/page.asp?name=Kyoto_innovation_agenda�.


� Boustie, Sylvie, Marlo Raynolds, and Matthew Bramley (June 2002). How Ratifying the Kyoto Protocol Will Benefit Canada's Competitiveness. Pembina Institute for Appropriate Technology for the Canadian Climate Action Network. A copy of the full report is available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.pembina.org/pdf/publications/competitiveness_report.pdf" ��www.pembina.org/pdf/publications/competitiveness_report.pdf�. 


� Canadian Meteorological and Oceanographic Society represents more than 800 scientists from Canada’s major research centres, universities, and other research organizations. A copy of the news release from their June 2006 Congress Statement on Climate Change can be obtained online at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.cmos.ca/PressReleases/pressrelease1June2006.html" ��www.cmos.ca/PressReleases/pressrelease1June2006.html�.  


� UNFCCC Article 2, � HYPERLINK "http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/background/items/1349.php" ��http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/background/items/1349.php�. 


� “Dangerous” climate change is generally defined as a 2°C rise in the global average temperature (lower for Canada given that global warming is projected to be greater that the global average for much of Canada, especially in the Arctic). Bramley, M. (2005). The Case for Deep Reductions: Canada’s Role in Preventing Dangerous Climate Change,  � HYPERLINK "http://www.pembina.org/climate-change/pubs/doc.php?id=536" ��http://www.pembina.org/climate-change/pubs/doc.php?id=536�. David Suzuki Foundation and Pembina Institute. A full copy of the report can be obtained online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.pembina.org/pdf/publications/Case_Deep_R_E.pdf" ��www.pembina.org/pdf/publications/Case_Deep_R_E.pdf�. 


� It has been known for some time in the bureaucratic ranks that the gap between the “Business as Usual projections” and the Kyoto target is probably closer to 300MT than 240 MT.  The impacts of actions aimed at reducing GHG emissions to date should be under-rated not exaggerated. According to Canada’s Energy Outlook: The Reference Case 2006, “Growing energy demand and a changing energy production mix lead to growth in GHG emissions from 758 megatonnes (MT) in 2004 to 828 MT in 2010 and 897 MT in 2020.  The 2010 figure is 265 MT above Canada’s Kyoto target (6% below 1990 levels).”  A copy of the full report is available online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nrcan.gc.ca/inter/publications/peo_e.html" ��www.nrcan.gc.ca/inter/publications/peo_e.html�. Some other key numbers we should be honest about: costs of inaction, and, if the current Conservative Government does decide that it cannot meet the target under Kyoto’s first commitment period (which ends in 2012), then exactly when and how it will hit the initial target? Bill C-288, from Liberal MP Pablo Rodriguez, calls for annual reports detailing possible measures Canada could take to meet its Kyoto target.


� Bramley, M. (2005). p.5.


� Pembina maintains that this medium-term target cannot be achieved unless Canada’s oil sands production is carbon-neutral by 2020. The oil sands are projected to contribute up to 47% of the projected business-as-usual growth in Canada's total emissions between 2003 and 2010, making them the single largest contributor to GHG pollution growth. Carbon Neutral by 2020: A Leadership Opportunity in Canada's Oil Sands ( 23 Oct  2006) provides a sample cost analysis showing how oil sands companies could achieve "carbon neutral" (i.e., no net GHG pollution) production for as little as a few dollars per barrel of oil. A copy of the full report is available online at


� HYPERLINK "http://pembina.org/pdf/publications/CarbonNeutral2020_FinalDraft.pdf" ��http://pembina.org/pdf/publications/CarbonNeutral2020_FinalDraft.pdf�. 


Calculations published in Corporate Knights magazine show that this could be accomplished at the cost of just a few dollars per barrel, a small fraction of the profit margins of oil sands producers. For more information, see Oil Sands: How much would it cost to make the oil sands carbon-neutral? By Francois Meloche (Corporate Knights, June 2005) 


� Bramley, M. 2005. pp.5-6.


� This section largely reflects the analysis and policy prescriptions put forth by the Pembina Institute in three key documents: Submission to this Taskforce; Essential Elements of a Comprehensive Federal Climate Change Plan (June 2006 briefing note); Federal Policy to Combat Climate Change: a Blueprint (August 2006 – Draft version for peer review, publication forthcoming). 


� Oil Sands Fever: The Environmental Implications of Canada’s oil sands rush. Pembina’s November 2005 report on Alberta’s oil sands details the environmental costs of the massive development now taking place there. Available online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oilsandswatch.org/docs/osf-book.pdf" ��www.oilsandswatch.org/docs/osf-book.pdf�  (citation details are on p. 72).


� Report of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development, 2006, p.54.


� The focus would be on how best to meet the targets, not whether we should meet them or which ones to meet (which should be set internationally based on the best available science). 


� In Successful Strategies for Energy Efficiency: A Review of Approaches in Other Jurisdictions and


Recommendations for Canada (August 2006),  the Pembina Institute examines how the experiences of these jurisdictions can be applied in Canada at both the provincial and federal level. 


� Bramley, M. (2002). The Case for Kyoto: The Failure of Voluntary Corporate Action,


� HYPERLINK "http://www.pembina.org/climate-change/pubs/doc.php?id=140" ��www.pembina.org/climate-change/pubs/doc.php?id=140�  


� According to Pembina’s Blueprint for Federal Policy to Combat Climate Change: “Trading ensures that one company’s shortfall in meeting a target or standard is balanced by other companies surpassing it by the same amount. The market price of the traded credits or certificates serves as an economic signal to change investment decisions.”


� Canada does not need both an emissions trading system and a carbon tax; either one would be sufficient, so long as the cap is low enough to ensure emission reductions or the carbon tax is high enough to do the same. Following extensive and intensive input from Taskforce contributors, this report opts for the former approach. 


� Pembina’s Blueprint for Federal Policy to Combat Climate Change, p.6.


� Offset credits will only result in a useful financial incentive if there is demand for them. Demand can come from emitters subject to regulated GHG targets and are allowed to purchase credits to comply with them, and/or from the government itself, if it allocates funds to buy credits.


� Green Budget Coalition 2006. Recommendations for Budget 2007 – Opportunities for a Greener Canada.


� Pembina’s Blueprint for Federal Policy to Combat Climate Change, pp. 6-7.


� Quebec’s climate change plan, released in June 2006, has some excellent measures in this regard (see pp. 21-4 in particular).


� Increased efficiency of electricity-consuming appliances and equipment results in reductions in emissions from electricity generation facilities.


� The purpose of the program should not be to achieve measurable GHG-reducing results as this is difficult to quantify at the individual level. 


� This proposal is put forth by the David Suzuki Foundation and detailed in their December 2004 Submission to the Standing Committee on Finance entitled Fostering a Sustainable Canada:  Protecting our health, environment and economy.


� Report of the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development, 2006, p. 38. 


� The full report, Fireproof Whales and Contaminated Mother’s Milk: The Inadequacy of Canada’s Proposed PBDE Regulations can be found online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.davidsuzuki.org/WOL/Publications.asp" ��www.davidsuzuki.org/WOL/Publications.asp�.


�This recommendation will need to be further operationalized. Specifically, emission standards for industrial facilities will likely need to de developed and tied to ambient air standards, i.e. an “airshed” or regional standards approach.


� To address the inadequacies of the current Canadian regulatory proposal, Fireproof Whales and Contaminated Mother’s Milk: The Inadequacy of Canada’s Proposed PBDE Regulations report puts forth the following recommendations: Prohibit the manufacturing, import, sale, and use of all PBDEs (including decaBDE) in Canada; support a global ban on all PBDEs pursuant to the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants; and address PBDE knowledge gaps with research programs and bio-monitoring of the Canadian population. 


� The principle essentially asserts that it is better to err on the side of action that turns out to be unnecessary than to expose ourselves to preventable devastation through inaction. Environmental matters are not susceptible to courtroom proofs beyond reasonable doubt. It is precisely for this reason that a precautionary principle underlies many environmental agreements such as the Kyoto Protocol. While the US (and to some extent Canada) has sought to expel direct reference to this principle in international treaties, the intent of the principle is straightforward: where there is a threat of serious or irreversible harm, lack of scientific certainty should not preclude action. Otherwise, positive proof would come too late.


� From Reforming the Canadian Environmental Protection Act Submission to the Parliamentary Review of CEPA, 1999 by Environmental Defense Fund and PollutionWatch (June 2006).


� A full copy of the report is available online at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.iucn.org/themes/ssc/red_list_2004/GSAexecsumm_EN.htm" ��www.iucn.org/themes/ssc/red_list_2004/GSAexecsumm_EN.htm�.


� The purpose of the report would be to explain what is happening to our natural resource base and why. Since biodiversity conservation is so much more complicated than, for example, controlling climate change, where technical solutions are available, we must be able to demonstrate what really works and thereby provide a sense of progress.


� For a historical and political analysis of the CBD negotiations, see McGraw, Désirée M. (2002.) “The Story of the Biodiversity Convention: Origins, Characteristics and Implications for Implementation” in Philippe Le Prestre (ed.) Governing Global Biodiversity. London: Ashgate.  


� According to Counting Canada's Natural Capital: Assessing the Real Value of Canada’s Boreal Ecosystems published by the Pembina Institute. A copy of the full report is available online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.pembina.org/pdf/publications/Boreal_FINAL.pdf" ��www.pembina.org/pdf/publications/Boreal_FINAL.pdf� .


� David Suzuki Foundation (December 2004). Fostering a Sustainable Canada:  Protecting our health, environment and economy. Recommendations for the 2005 Federal Budget – Submission to the Standing Committee on Finance. 


� A full copy of the report is available online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/mnr/speciesatrisk/input.html" ��www.mnr.gov.on.ca/mnr/speciesatrisk/input.html�.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.davidsuzuki.org/Oceans/" ��www.davidsuzuki.org/Oceans/�.
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