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Preface

This draft was prepared by Kim Wright of Dovetail Consulting, with input from both the federal inter-departmental National Roundtable Steering Committee and the National Roundtable Advisory Group. The objective of this report is to provide a summary of the discussions that took place during the Open Sessions and Issue Focus Sessions of the first National Roundtable on CSR and the Canadian Extractive Sector in Developing Countries, held in Vancouver on June 14-15, 2006. The theme explored in this first Roundtable was “CSR Standards and Best Practices.” The views expressed here are of the participants in each of these sessions and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Government of Canada, or of either the National Roundtable Steering Committee or the National Roundtable Advisory Group. 
Introduction

Background

In June 2005, the 38th Parliament’s Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade (SCFAIT) issued its Report, Mining in Developing Countries and Corporate Social Responsibility, which called on the Government to “put in place a process involving relevant industry associations, non-governmental organizations and experts, which will lead to the strengthening of existing programs and policies in this area, and, where necessary, to the establishment of new ones.”

In response to this Parliamentary Report, the Government is hosting four National Roundtables on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and the Canadian Extractive Sector in Developing Countries between June and November 2006, in Vancouver, Toronto, Calgary and Montreal.  On the basis of the SCFAIT Report, five themes were selected to guide the Roundtables process: CSR Standards and Best Practices; Incentives for Implementation; Assistance to Companies; CSR Monitoring and Dispute Resolution Mechanisms; and Resource Governance Capacity Building.

Mandate for the CSR Roundtables
It is the mandate of the government to generate a report back to Parliament that presents, through the engagement in the Roundtable process, “recommendations for government, NGOs, labour organizations, businesses and industry associations on ways to strengthen approaches to managing the external impacts of international business activities to benefit both businesses and the communities within which they work.”
 Each Roundtable provides an opportunity to gather input from the engaged public through Open Sessions and to foster an in-depth, policy-relevant discussion with invited participants in closed Issue Focus Sessions. This report captures the substance of the discussions that took place at the Vancouver Roundtable.
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Meeting Summary - Part 1: Open Sessions

Open Session Objective
The objective of the open sessions is to provide an opportunity for interested individuals and organizations to input into the Roundtable process. Written contributions submitted at the Vancouver National Roundtable are available on the Roundtable Website. 

Open Session Summary

Twenty-nine people spoke at the two Open Sessions. The list of speakers is provided in an annex. The information provided by the public during the oral presentations is summarized here in thematic categories, presenting both the issues raised and the potential solutions provided. 
Human Rights 
Many spoke of Canada as a champion of human rights. One speaker reminded Roundtable participants of the work of Canadian John Humphrey, a pioneer of international human rights law, and noted that Canada had not shied away from breaking new legal ground then and should not do so now. The speaker emphasized that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights is mandatory and would have had very different implications had it been introduced as voluntary. It was suggested that there is a climate of interest within Canadian corporations to take a lead on CSR. It was also suggested that the Government of Canada could play a leading role in the monitoring and enforcement of CSR. 

This vision of Canada as a global leader was contrasted with examples where the reputation of Canada was adversely affected by the actions of some individual Canadian companies operating abroad. One person spoke of a lack of coherence between Canadian international obligations and the impact of the activities of Canadian companies operating abroad. Some speakers argued that it only takes a few companies with a negative CSR record to tarnish the reputation of the industry and of Canada as a whole.  
Financial Sanctions 
Many speakers recommended that the provision of financial and political assistance by the government be linked to CSR performance, based on international human rights and environmental standards, and subjected to robust Canadian-based monitoring. In addition, it was suggested that market pressures be used as a means of ensuring compliance. 

Social License

One speaker said that many companies recognize the need for a social license to operate. According to this view, the notion of a social licence, attained through close working relationships with affected communities, not only makes financial sense but also adds value to the project.    
Voluntary versus Regulatory
Support and criticism were expressed for both voluntary and mandatory regulatory regimes. On the one hand, voluntary responsibility, internal policies and self-monitoring in developing countries were described by many as inefficient and ineffective. On the other hand, enforced CSR was described by some as being difficult to implement because some companies feel over-regulated already and will resist further CSR requirements. While some stated that this could lead to a competitive disadvantage, others suggested that a good CSR reputation could provide an advantage to companies. One speaker noted that a middle ground could be identified. For example, even if compliance with CSR standards in general remained voluntary, a reporting mechanism could be made mandatory. 
Whichever model is followed, many speakers stated that any guidelines would have to translate into practical applications on the ground, particularly at project sites. 
Corruption and Transparency

Speakers raised issues about the distribution of money and power, as well as corruption, in host governments. Some speakers stressed that as Canada is a leader in the mining world, it has a responsibility to see that transparency in the Canadian extractive sector is established. Many speakers underlined the importance of reporting and disclosure mechanisms. Some of the suggestions to address transparency included

· Compulsory financial reporting;

· third party management, monitoring and intervention;

· financial reports that are publicly available;

· contracts that give terms on where revenues go and the standards they must meet; and,

· contracts that are disclosed to the public.
One speaker noted that it is often difficult for companies to ensure that revenues paid to the government in a developing country end up benefiting the community in which mining is taking place. Others emphasized the need for third-party monitoring to manage this process. 
Working with Foreign Governments and Legitimate Authority

Some participants stated that caution is required when working in situations where indigenous groups are in conflict with the government or in jurisdictions without effective labour laws or enforcement. Consulting with affected communities early on was considered key and it was emphasized that this must take place in a climate absent of fear. 
Others spoke of the obligation of corporations to respect and contribute to the realization of CSR, recognizing that the application of this principle will be situation-specific. In some instances, it may appear that the best course of action would be a mutual obligation between the community and the company that is not part of a national context. However, this can exacerbate divisions that exist between communities, or between communities and the state, and can complicate the company’s relations with the host state. Attempting to address the immediate needs of a community without considering the larger context in which the community is situated could create greater problems in the long term. 
Meaningful Community Consultation and Capacity Building 
It was noted that resistance to mining often results from communities’ distrust of companies. One speaker remarked that indigenous communities were not involved in all phases of the mining cycle, and that this was a significant problem. A repeated theme was that early and on-going community consultation is essential. In this context, it is important to clarify: 

· Who in the community has legitimate authority and is responsible for decision making;

· when consultation is necessary and about what; and

· what standards will be implemented, and how. 

In addition to meaningful community consultation, many spoke of capacity building within communities to increase the community’s ability to work with government and industry on resource extraction issues. 
Although there was a favourable response by many to such initiatives, the Roundtable was reminded that indigenous peoples do not always need or want the help of international companies, churches or governments to manage their affairs. To this end, some speakers stressed the need to assess the community’s willingness to engage in a mining project and whether this project is aligned with the community’s plans for a socially and financially diversified economy. Some speakers also noted that consideration should be given to the right of the community to refuse mining projects in their area. 
CSR Uptake
One speaker presented the preliminary findings of a survey of the CSR policies of 197 Canadian extractive companies with operations outside of Canada and the US. The survey found that majors were more likely than juniors to have a CSR policy or Code of International Business Conduct. For both majors and juniors, the policy adhered to was more likely to be an internal one. 
Another speaker remarked that the notion of CSR comes at the tail end of a long-standing movement to address environmental and social concerns of business operations. He noted that there had been significant progress made by the mining industry in the last 30 years with respect to sustainable development practices and that the key to CSR was building trusting relationships. 
Southern Perspectives
There was strong support for hearing more “Southern” voices. Suggestions ranged from bringing more people from affected communities to future Roundtables to the creation of a task force that will research first-hand what has been done in the communities. 

Issues of Scale

Several issues of scale were brought into the discussions. These are listed below:

· Scale within a company: Guidelines for performance from the top to the bottom of an organization need to be considered. CSR must be supported by all the people involved in a mining operation in order to be effective. 

· Scale within an industry: Standards must be scalable between companies of all sizes as companies of different size are 1) different in corporate structure and capacity; 2) engaged in projects of differing nature, size and impact; 3) have fundamentally differing needs. 
· Temporal scale: Implementing CSR in a meaningful way takes time. In particular, the time needed for implementation in relation to the size of an operation must be considered, including constructing meaningful consultation; putting systems and reporting protocols in place; training; and establishing performance-based standards.  

International Jurisdiction

There was much discussion about the need for human rights laws to be enforced through a legal framework that transcends national borders. One speaker was of the view that holding corporations to human rights standards may result in a corporate demand to participate in the negotiation of those standards. He suggested that such participation would confer international legal personality onto transnational corporations, something that they currently do not have.
Meeting Summary - Part 2: Issue Focus Sessions
Issue Focus Session Objective

The objective of these sessions is to enable in-depth discussion with a group of invited participants on Theme 1: Canadian and International CSR Standards and Best Practices, in order to generate policy-relevant debate. A list of invited participants is attached as an annex. It is important to note that the perspectives listed represent points of discussion raised during the Issue Focus Session and do not reflect consensus.
Issue Focus Session Summary

The discussion on CSR Standards and Best Practices entailed a review of some of the challenges faced by Canadian extractive sector companies operating in developing countries; the characteristics that define CSR leadership; the criteria by which to assess an appropriate set of standards for the extractive sector; and existing international standards, alone or in combination, that might be able to fulfill these criteria. Specific questions posed to the group and the main points of discussion are presented below. 
Areas of emerging consensus relevant to future discussion are: 
· the importance of transparency, including clear reporting procedures and independent verification mechanisms; 
· early, ongoing, and genuine community engagement; 
· the need to build upon existing international standards and initiatives; 
· the need for a comprehensive approach; 
· the advantages of a phased-in approach;  
· the need for collaboration between the different stakeholders.
Question: What does a CSR ‘corporate’ leader look like for the extractive industries operating in developing countries? 
It was suggested that a corporate leader in CSR would possess the following attributes:
1.  Positive Attitude Towards Public Disclosure

· It was suggested that leaders in CSR are willing to undergo public scrutiny. However, it was noted that the competitive and reputational risks associated with some forms of public disclosure make many companies reluctant to pursue this practice.
· Some of the proposed disclosure areas and measures included:
· Annual reports which disclose CSR targets 
· Contract disclosure

· Royalties and payments to communities

· Site specifics

· Infrastructure, scholarships, schools, and all expenses

· Environmental information

· Verification was highlighted as an important step of the disclosure process, which enhances the credibility of the information disclosed and helps companies to improve their performance. 

2.  Involved in Developing and Implementing Standards

· Some suggested that CSR corporate leaders adhere to a set of standards that are prescriptive, measurable, and rights-driven. They embrace strong internal policies on CSR and create benchmarks that competitors subsequently use as targets. 
· Attributes that support CSR leadership include flexibility, adaptability, and innovation.  

· Preference was expressed for policies that apply to, or can be made appropriate for, a given local context.

· One speaker proposed entrepreneurial dynamism as a way of encouraging CSR leadership, with the caveat that, while industry needs to be self-regulating in order to be dynamic, to be dynamic they must also be responsible. 

3.   Committed to Comprehensive Stakeholder Engagement
· Many agreed that corporate leaders in CSR involve communities in decision-making early on and throughout the process, and continue to be accessible after a project has been completed. One speaker noted that communities in developing countries would like to see the Canadian government assist them in the monitoring of company activities. 
· Some speakers remarked that free and informed consent is necessary before any activities commence. 

· To enhance credibility, one speaker noted that CSR leaders ensure that senior management, not just junior officers, are involved with stakeholders in the discussion of benefits and impacts.

· Some noted that, in addition to working with the community, corporate leaders explore partnerships with local NGOs that work with indigenous peoples and other affected communities. The NGOs often have insight and helpful information with regard to the relationship between the community and the local government. 
· Several speakers remarked that corporate leaders seek to understand local community dynamics and leadership, particularly local decision-making models. 

· Some viewed negotiated agreements between companies and communities as positive examples of participatory consultation and an appropriate way to determine important issues such as benefit-sharing and project monitoring. However, one person pointed out that the outcomes of ad hoc, negotiated consultations are determined by the relative bargaining power of the stakeholders. A standard outlining a company’s obligations would make negotiation unnecessary and would ensure universal application. 
4.  Promotes Community Capacity Building

· It was proposed that a corporate leader in CSR strengthens the capacity of the community members to take on the roles and responsibilities that are required for effective engagement. 
· One speaker noted that community members must have the resources they need to understand the legal frameworks. 

· Several speakers stated that corporate leaders have the judgment to determine when services are required in an area and when they are not and also whether the corporation is properly equipped to take on some of these roles. 
· It was suggested that CSR leaders work in partnership with local community and host governments to determine what is necessary and realistic in this regard.

5.  Promotes CSR at All Levels and Across Stakeholder Groups 

· Several speakers noted that corporate leaders implement CSR at all levels within the corporation, including interactions with employees, community and government. The result is a CSR culture that can be readily identified in company practices. 
· One speaker remarked that CSR leaders are employers of choice, and there is open communication between employees on the ground and the chair of the governance committee, chief or council to make sure that complaints are dealt with.
· There was widespread agreement that, in order for CSR policies to be effective, all stakeholders need to be involved. This means that the company, the community, the host government and the local government all need to be supportive of the implementation of CSR policies.

Question: How do existing standards and codes measure up according to the following criteria: Scope, Usability, Credibility, and Appropriateness for Canada? 
On the first day, the group discussed the principles that would underlie the identification of appropriate standards.
1. Scope
· It was pointed out that there are differences between standards, guidelines, benchmarks and norms. The latter three have a high-level perspective, and are generally abstract and aspirational. Standards, on the other hand, are prescriptive and output-driven, and relate specifically to implementation on the ground. 
2. Usability
·  Supportive institutional home: Many speakers stated that, whatever the standards, it is the process by which they are implemented and monitored that makes them usable. While standards present a starting point, it is also necessary to foster a culture of learning and continuous improvement within CSR to bring about the desired change in behaviour.  
· Specific and Adaptable: It was noted that standards are most usable if they are adaptable to specific site challenges, and support a corporation’s ability to deal with a changing environment. Some felt that country-specific application of guidelines may be necessary. For example, a standard may provide guidance on appropriate labour conditions in countries with poor human rights performance.
· Scalable: Several speakers emphasized that standards need to be appropriate for the size of the company. The fact that companies differ with regard to their corporate structure and capacity, as well as the type of projects they engage in, means that companies of different size will have fundamentally differing needs. Requirements need to be tailored to the specific nature and type of the industry and company for the standards to be readily implementable.
· Achievable: Some speakers noted that standards need to set achievable goals/outcomes to promote usability. Several speakers remarked that it is not what a company says in its corporate social policy, but rather what it does that is important. 
3.  Credibility
· Enforcement: Many speakers stated that standards are more credible when they are enforceable. Some stated that enforcement, compliance and sanctioning are primarily roles for government. 
· Multi-stakeholder Approach: Most agreed that a standard or set of standards must have buy-in from multiple stakeholders. One speaker also stated that standards need to be implemented in collaboration with communities to address their specific needs and expectations. 
· Expertise: Several speakers noted that capacity building within corporations is necessary to support the implementation of CSR requirements. Some participants pointed out that it may be difficult to find enough experienced external experts to adequately monitor implementation. This raised the question of how external monitors can work in communities if they do not have sufficient local knowledge and networks. Some speakers suggested that companies need to develop internal capacity to support monitoring. 
· Certification: A few speakers remarked that certification regimes can offer a degree of credibility. The Mining Certification Evaluation Project was cited as an example of this type of multi-stakeholder initiative. Many certification regimes, such as the International Standards Organization (ISO) and the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), are voluntary. Chain of custody standards appeal to companies because they prohibit certain practices without dictating operations on the ground. Generally, certification schemes do not include sanctions other than de-certification for non-compliance. One speaker mentioned that consumer pressure for certification had increased significantly in recent years.
4.  Appropriateness for Canada

· It was generally held that the objective of the Roundtables is to identify standards for the Canadian extractive industry operating in developing countries, not to impose these standards onto other countries. The goal is to better define expectations for Canadian companies and to assist them in this pursuit.

· There was also agreement that the development of a Canadian CSR framework should be based on existing national and international standards. Advantages of this type of approach include a forum for the evolution of existing standards, as well as the existence of a global community of adherents and a history of best practices; levelling the playing field. 
· The main international standards and principles mentioned during the Issue Focus Session discussion were the International Finance Corporation (IFC) Performance Standards, the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights, the OECD Guidelines, the UN Global Compact, and the UN Norms. The Global Reporting Initiative and the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative were also mentioned frequently with respect to transparency and reporting mechanisms.
· Application: One of the main arguments against the creation of new, exclusively Canadian standards is that different conditions prevail in different countries. Some felt that imposing Canadian standards on other countries, or even imposing Canadian standards on Canadian registered companies that work abroad, is inappropriate. 
· Competitiveness: The creation of new Canadian standards could have an impact on the competitiveness of Canadian companies abroad. The notion of a lack of a level playing field was raised as a concern. Conversely, increased credibility and / or a stronger social license would compensate for this.
Question: Can there be agreement by government, civil society, and relevant industry sectors on a stipulated set of criteria that Canadian oil, gas and mining companies should meet?
· The Forestry Stewardship Council was cited as an example from which lessons could be drawn. It is an international solution that was developed in conjunction with Southern partners. Industry and NGOs worked together to create the solution, and governments caught on. 

· Some felt that most companies perform well with regard to CSR, despite the existence of industry laggards. However, it was also stated that industry recognized that weak CSR performance is a problem requiring attention. It was noted that while there is support within industry to address this issue through the development and implementation of good practice tools and training, industry needs help to change.  
· Jurisdictional issues, capacity and political will to monitor and enforce guidelines or standards were described as the biggest challenge for government. 

· It was noted that companies are often required to take over some of the responsibilities of host governments, creating additional problems. 
· There was agreement that indigenous communities are significantly impacted by extractive sector operations in developing countries. First Nations believe there is a political responsibility to act swiftly and foresee a specific role for governments in this process.

Question: What should the purpose of a Canadian CSR Framework be (e.g. aspirational vs. prescriptive and results/output focused?) 
· It was proposed that the greatest difference between aspirational and prescriptive frameworks is measurability, with aspirational frameworks being visionary and non-measurable and prescriptive ones being measurable. 

· There was general support that both aspirational and prescriptive standards are necessary. The operationalization of norms requires their site-specific adaptation. Broader aspirational visions could be determined collaboratively between governments, NGOs, industry and research institutes, whereas site specifics would be more difficult to determine collaboratively. It was suggested that the people who will do the best job are inspired industry leaders. 
· One speaker remarked that aspirational norms are also important because they involve a variety of stakeholders and can inspire collaborative approaches. 
· There was strong support among civil society organizations for a binding standard based on existing international human rights norms that would include monitoring and penalties for non-compliance by Canadian companies operating overseas. 

Question: What core elements should a potential Canadian CSR Framework address? 
· Participants were directed to Table 1 of the Discussion Paper
 to formulate their responses. The Table has six headings: 
· Environmental impacts 
· Community engagement 
· Indigenous rights 
· Human rights 
· Security 
· Human resource and labour relations. 
· Some participants suggested that several of these headings could be consolidated, with indigenous rights, and human resource and labour relations all being aspects of human rights. It was also noted that they could all be considered elements of sustainable development or human rights. One speaker remarked that including human rights standards in voluntary codes was problematic as it made them appear optional. Some speakers mentioned the UN Norms as an example of a code that seeks inspiration from the range of existing human rights treaties and documents. 
· Others stated that new headings could be added, such as Economic Impacts, Transparency, Capacity Building, and Legacy Requirements. 
· Environmental Impacts: It was proposed that sustainability is not the same as environmental impacts as a core element, because communities may prioritize poverty alleviation, economic wealth, jobs, capacity and enabling governance over the environment in their interpretation of sustainable development. Environment is a core value that needs to stand on its own. Further, it was suggested that industry is knowledgeable about environmental issues and how to address them; however a gap exists around how to address social issues. 
· Economic Impacts: It was suggested that economic impacts should form an additional category, as requirements such as benefit-sharing constitute a large part of CSR performance and financial institutions need to have performance standards that they can measure. It was noted that Canadian banks produce an annual accountability report which includes information on the economic contribution of these entities to Canadian society.
· Transparency: Furthering transparency was articulated as an important objective in its own right. When transparency is enhanced, corruption is reduced. One speaker noted that transparency can be complicated in the context of collaborative approaches, including joint ventures and consortiums within the oil and gas industry, as all partners need to agree if there is to be disclosure of contracts. One speaker suggested that home governments need to be engaged to facilitate dialogue with the host government.
· Community Engagement: Some speakers suggested that gender relations and resettlement issues should be added to this category, as they go one step further in ensuring that CSR and human rights are upheld. 
· Capacity Building: It was noted that there is a significant lack of capacity, training, and specific competencies in many mining companies which makes it difficult for them to follow through effectively with many of the core elements listed here. Capacity was therefore listed to be a requirement in and of itself.
· Legacy Requirements: Many speakers noted that problems arise when corporations create their own working policies, especially when a company moves out of an area and a new company steps in. There is a need for legacy guidelines that allow new companies to assume ownership of CSR policies and practices established by previous owners through a seamless transition. Other legacy issues include mine closure, downstream environmental impacts and community livelihoods following mine closure.
Question: In light of all of the above, is there a CSR standard, or set of CSR standards, that meet these criteria? If so, which standards and why? If not, why not? How would you propose to go about developing a Canadian CSR Framework?
· Existing Standards: Most agreed that Canada would be well served by putting energy into existing standards rather than creating a new set. A few specific standards were promoted by individuals, including the IFC Performance Standards, the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights, the OECD Guidelines, the UN Global Compact, the UN Norms, and the Framework for Responsible Mining. However, no one standard was seen to meet all the criteria specified in discussions so far, and the group shifted its focus to discussions about how different standard sets could be implemented together. 

· Much of the debate on this question dealt with the IFC Performance Standards. Several speakers noted that the IFC Performance Standards do not adequately address human rights issues, nor are they tailored to the extractive sector. One speaker remarked that the Extractive Industries Review provided a better starting point than the IFC Standards, given its specificity and comprehensive scope. Others remarked that the IFC Standards are valuable with regard to revenue transparency and that they had become part of mainstream finance. One speaker suggested that it was reasonable to begin with an imperfect standard and test it in order to identify the areas requiring improvement.
· International Approach: There was agreement that a Canadian approach should be based on international standards; however the Government’s policy on international standards has yet to be defined. While a multipartite process for the development of new international standards has worked in some instances, notably the FSC, it faces several challenges with regard to the extractive sector. Part of the concern is because the development of such standards would take too long; whereas policy reform could be much faster (the Montreal Protocol was cited as an example of this). 
· Community engagement: It is challenging to set general standards for working with indigenous communities, given that there is significant difference among them. One speaker remarked that guidelines for effective consultation exist: these include genuine consultation processes, the provision of independent expertise and reasonable time frames for the communities. The outcome of this should be a legally binding agreement that enables the community to seek recourse when the terms of the agreement are violated. 
· Phased Approach: A phased approach for developing a Canadian CSR framework was suggested. In one example, the first phase would yield an immediate result around process and might focus on transparency or reporting. In another example of a phased approach, Phase 1 would include the development and implementation of principles and benchmarks, along with the tools and the capacity to carry them out. Phase 2 would contain reporting and performance appraisals and Phase 3 would focus on verification and assurance. 
· Market Pressures: It was suggested that legal reform could work in conjunction with market pressures through a phased-in approach. If specific problems are linked with specific solutions, Canadian consumers, shareholders and investors can utilize mandatory disclosure to create an incentive for better performance. 
· Collaborative Approach: It was generally agreed that the gap between industry, government and civil society perspectives on CSR standards must be addressed prior to the implementation of a Canadian CSR framework. There was considerable support for the establishment of a mechanism for an ongoing, multi-stakeholder dialogue within Canada around extractive sector operations in developing countries.
Question: How does one use the international standards to create a Canadian approach or process to enforce the standard? 
· Some speakers described a Canadian approach as training and empowering companies operating in developing countries to apply agreed-upon international standards. It was noted that many companies want to do well but need clarity on how to implement best practices on the ground. Information-sharing on a regular basis was recognized as particularly important.
· Several speakers noted that Canada could combine elements of different existing international CSR standards to tailor a Canadian approach. However, some speakers had concerns that enforcing compliance with such a Canadian CSR approach would put Canadian companies at a disadvantage. Methods for addressing potential disadvantages were discussed as follows:
Diplomatic Support

It was noted that when Canadian corporations are required to disclose contractual material, or comply with international frameworks on the ground, they will need the Canadian government at their side at the diplomatic level to ensure that negotiations with host countries are equitable, especially when competing against state-owned companies that may not have to meet the same requirements.

Branding Canadian Companies

Many speakers mentioned that Canada has experience in working with and building capacity in indigenous communities, as well as upholding human rights and CSR. Because of Canada’s experience, track record and collaborative approach, Canadian companies could be differentiated from the rest through branding. 

Establishing a Group of Like-Minded Governments
In terms of creating a level international playing field, the example was put forward of Belgium, where legislation is being considered that would require companies to comply with five different international standards in order to obtain Belgian financial support. If Canada, USA, Australia, UK, and others agreed to a set of international standards, we would be participating in the creation of a template for an international agreement.
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