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Dark Clouds of Conflict of Interest 
Rejecting the Call for Climate Accountability Law 
 

Recently, five Canadian Environmental Non-governmental Organizations (ENGOs), most of which are 
federally registered charities, came together to publish a demand for a Climate Accountability Law in 
Canada which would set legally enforceable targets for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reductions. The ENGOs 
are: Ecojustice, CANRAC (an organization of more than 100 ENGOs), West Coast Environmental Law, 
Equiterre, Environmental Defence, and Pembina Institute.  To appreciate the power and influence of 
such a collaboration, one should read Robert Lyman’s series of reports reviewing the financial power 
and new political freedoms of the top 40 ENGOs in Canada.  

Subsequently, the Canadian Institute for Climate Choices, (formerly Ecofiscal Commission/Pan-Canadian 
Collaboration), issued a report on a similar theme entitled “Marking the Way: How Legislating Climate 
Milestones Clarifies Pathways to Long-Term Goals.”   

The objective of these groups’ demands for a climate accountability law would be to force Canadian 
industry (and Canadians) to meet the purely voluntary and aspirational targets that are based on the 
non-scientific claims of the COP21, 2015 Paris Agreement.   

It should be noted that environmental non-governmental organizations and environmental charities are 
unelected, unaccountable, and some – like WWF and Greenpeace – are transnational bodies that 
operate for their own objectives, not those of Canadian taxpayers and citizens. 

This paper will argue that under existing Competition Bureau and Canada Revenue Agency laws and 
guidelines, these organizations are greenwashing the public on the obligations of the Paris Agreement, 
using distorted claims about climate change and the misrepresenting the effectiveness of proposed 
climate mitigations like renewables. It is our view that these groups are acting against the interests of 
Canadians.  

The Premise – Meeting Paris Targets 
Both reports premise their argument for a “Climate Accountability Act” by focusing on an apparent need 
to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets laid out in the Paris Agreement. 

According to Ottawa energy policy consultant, Robert Lyman, former public servant of 27 years and 
diplomat for 10 years, the Paris Agreement is entirely voluntary, aspirational, and Canada has no formal 
obligations to meet targets. 

As he writes in his report “Litigating Climate in Canada”: 

Canada ratified the Paris Agreement on October 5, 2016. Canada’s treaty obligations under that 
Agreement do not include any requirement that Canada:  

• meet any specific GHG emissions reduction target;  

• pay any penalty if it fails to meet its voluntary emissions reductions targets;  

https://www.ecojustice.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/A-New-Canadian-Climate-Accountability-Act-Detailed-Report-1.pdf
https://www.ecojustice.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/A-New-Canadian-Climate-Accountability-Act-Detailed-Report-1.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/07/environmental-charities-a-compilation-of-reports-on-their-finances-power-and-implications-for-canada/
https://climatechoices.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/CICC-climate-accountability-framework-FINAL.pdf
https://climatechoices.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/CICC-climate-accountability-framework-FINAL.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2017/06/09/the-cop21-agreement-just-the-facts-please/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Litigating-Climate-Change-FINAL-rev.pdf
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• pay any specific amount or share of the collective financing for developing countries;  

• use any specific set of policy instruments (e.g. taxes, regulations, subsidies, etc.) in pursuing its 
voluntary emissions reductions goals. 

Consequently, other than creating another burdensome layer of government, populated with more 
public servants who will be counting carbon dioxide molecules, it is difficult to see why a Climate 
Accountability Law is required. Canada already has more than 600 different greenhouse gas 
reduction/’clean’ incentive regulations in place today, and Canada’s fuel tax is already more than 
$192/t carbon tax equivalent.  

A Questionable Purpose 
Canadians should challenge the fundamental rationale for legislating emissions reduction requirements. 
It is clear that no such obligation arises from the Canada's political commitments under the 2015 Paris 
Agreement. Very few other countries that are signatory to the Paris Agreement have imposed upon 
their citizens such legal obligations – certainly, none of the countries where the most rapid emissions 
growth is occurring, such as China and India. 
 
So, what would be the real purpose of the law? 
 
Canada does not need a law to establish a target. We already have done that. We do not need a law to 
establish a pan-Canadian Policy Framework; we already have that. We do not need a law to establish 
hundreds of programs; we already have those. We do not need a law to authorize a Canada-wide carbon 
dioxide pricing regime; we already have that. We do not need another law to imbed climate 
considerations into the regulatory framework that governs the review of new energy infrastructure 
projects; we already have that. We do not need a law to allow us to maintain records of the progress 
being made in reducing emissions; we already do that without a law. 
 
So, what is this really all about? What it means is that the proponents of such a law want to take 
decisions on climate policy and measures out of the hands of democratically elected governments and 
place them under the purview of the courts. They want to give environmental lobby groups and their 
foreign funders an additional weapon to use against energy producers and users - the ability to 
challenge in court new projects of any kind that increase emissions, and thus to add enormously to the 
costs and risks of all new resource developments  or new emissions-intensive industrial plants in 
Canada. In other words, inspired by their ideological commitment to place emissions reduction above all 
other public policy objectives, they want a way to impose a legal strangle-hold on the Canadian 
economy.  
 
This represents is a fundamental attack on Canadians' economic freedoms and Canadians’ best 
economic avenue and hope for recovery from the present economic recession. Canada needs to use our 
natural resources as powerful levers to grow our income and employment. Canada does not need 
another weapon that radical environmentalist with deep pockets and crafty lawyers can use against 
taxpaying workers and the Canadian economy. 
 
As Phillip Cross wrote of economist Robert Schiller, beware of powerful narratives that contradict the 
facts, noting that “Climate change is another powerful narrative fused with celebrity to brow-beat the 

https://www.thegwpf.org/content/uploads/2019/06/Lyman-carbontax-1.pdf
https://www.thegwpf.org/content/uploads/2019/06/Lyman-carbontax-1.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/07/27/the-85-million-tonne-obsession/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/07/27/the-85-million-tonne-obsession/
https://financialpost.com/opinion/philip-cross-beware-powerful-narratives-that-contradict-the-facts
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public into accepting poor policies that are harmful to the economy and do little to change the climate.” 
This report will lay out the facts for your consideration. 

ENGO Climate Ambitions are a Case of Extreme Overreach 

 

Climate Action Network Canada is made up of over 100 groups of activists. “CAN-Rac Canada is the only network in the country 
that brings labour, development, faith-based, and Indigenous groups together with the key national, provincial, and territorial 

environmental organizations working on climate change.” 

Arguments for a climate accountability law often conflate air quality and greenhouse gas emissions 
(GHGs) with noxious pollutants like soot (PM2.5) by interchangeably using the word ‘carbon’ to 
represent the benign gas carbon dioxide (that people breath out at 40,000 ppm per breath).  In terms of 
‘polluters pay’, Canadians have been paying to reduce noxious air pollutants for 50 years and have done 
an excellent job of improving air quality. Canada’s air quality is in the top three of nations in the world.  

As can be seen in this graph of Canadian emissions for the past 30 years, though Canada’s population 
has increased 37% from 1990 to 2017 and though industrial activity has also increased (until the recent 
COVID19 shutdown), Canada’s emissions have stabilized and flatlined; energy use has become more 
efficient, but dramatic reductions have not occurred. 

https://climateactionnetwork.ca/meet-our-members/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/10/06/prime-minister-trudeau-is-wrong-on-polluting-for-free-heres-why/
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The presumed GHG emissions targets that the ENGOs want to put into a climate accountability law have 
been set based on theoretical models (computer simulations) – climate models, but these models clearly 
do not reflect reality.  

To reach such “Paris Targets” targets, Canada would have to shut down virtually all major industries, 
destroying our tax base and throwing millions of people out of work.  The Paris Agreement is based on 
an implausible worst case scenario that has no correlation to reality.  

Canada is often said to be a higher per capita emitter than other nations.  That is precisely because we 
are a very sparse population that lives in the coldest, second largest country in the world, that primarily 
engages in resource development, agriculture and forestry and serves other countries of the world.  Per 
capita emissions is generally a poor way to measure emissions, as every country has different climatic 
and natural challenges and diverse forms of power generation. Millions of Canadians would be at risk of 
malnutrition, illness or death due to ‘heat or eat’ poverty if carbon taxes were raised much beyond the 
present $30/t; certainly wind and solar could not provide the energy necessary for our modern society.   

 

 

Here are some large emitters you have probably never heard of. 

1990 – Population 27 million 

2020 – Population 37 million 

37% increase in population 
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The GHG reduction targets that the ENGOs demand are entirely self-imposed targets which, even if met, 
would not affect global emissions one iota as China emits in one month (819 Mt/month) about what 
Canada emits in one and a half years – and China’s emissions continue to grow.  In short, striving to 
reach such targets would be national suicide for no environmental or climate benefit.  Certainly 
competitor nations would be happy to see us crippled.  
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No matter how much people hope and demand that GHGs be reduced, at this point there is no 
comparable NetZero form of energy production in the world.  However, demanding such reductions ‘by 
law’ becomes an useful lever that leads to the punitive use of carbon tax penalties – precisely the reason 
Canada pulled out of the Kyoto Accord in 2011.  Under Kyoto, Canada was going to have to pay some 
$14 billion in penalties to Russia, an oil and gas competitor nation, and a country with few 
environmental regulations, for us not meeting Kyoto GHG reduction targets. By contrast, it seems that 
Russia has largely cornered the European market for supplying oil and gas and has no particular 
obligations or intentions to reduce GHGs.  

 

Promises vs Performance 
In “Marking the Way”, the proponents of a climate accountability law claim that other countries are 
meeting targets and so should we – that Canada should do its ‘fair share’.  However, these claims do not 
stand up to scrutiny.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/canada-pulls-out-of-kyoto-protocol-1.999072
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As Robert Lyman’s “Promises vs Performance” report shows, most countries are not meeting targets or 
reducing GHG emissions. The exceptions are the USA, which ironically pulled out of the Paris 
Agreement,1 the EU, which is reducing GHGs at the cost of an ‘industrial massacre’ as power prices 
skyrocket, and Japan, which is meeting targets, but now planning to build many more coal plants. 

Canada fares very well in this analysis, having only increased emissions by 1% 
in a time period when population grew by 12%.   Particularly in Canada, 
population growth affects energy use as every person must have access to 
warm housing, central public services like gas and power, transportation (either 
individual car or public transit), food and medical services – all of which are 
large consumers of energy and emitters of GHGs. 

The truth is that even if Canada did its ‘fair share’ in GHG reductions, according 
to the demands of these ENGOs, it would account for nothing in the world 
because China’s and India’s growth in emissions outstrip any reductions by 
Canada in days.  The only beneficiaries would be our competitor nations. 

In 2019, Canada carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions were 556 megatonnes (Mt) which is equal to 1.6 per 
cent of global emissions.  

China’s CO2 emissions in 2019 were 9,826 Mt (according to British Petroleum data). In other words, 
China emits in one month (819 Mt/month) about what Canada emits in one and a half years. The 
average growth in emissions in China over the past decade is 212 Mt per year. Thus, Canada’s annual 
CO2 emissions represent only 2.6 times China's emissions growth. If someone could instantaneously 
wipe Canada off the map, so that it produced zero emissions forever after, this would have a modest-
to-negligible effect on global carbon dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere in 2100, and it would 
make no difference whatsoever as to whether the IPCC emissions reduction targets (i.e. 1.5 degrees or 
2 degrees C.) were met.  

Let that sink in. 

 

 
1 The US reduction in GHGs was purely economic; thanks to fracking, natural gas became cheaper than coal, not through any policy initiative. 

 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/PROMISES-VS-PERFORMANCE-Final.pdf
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/financialcrisis/10295045/Brussels-fears-European-industrial-massacre-sparked-by-energy-costs.html
https://www.vox.com/2020/2/18/21128205/climate-change-japan-coal-energy-emissions-pikachu
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/08/11/futile-folly-canadas-climate-policy-goals-in-the-global-context-updated/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/08/11/futile-folly-canadas-climate-policy-goals-in-the-global-context-updated/
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If All Nations Did Their Fair Share, Global Warming would Stop, Right? 
Robert Lyman’s report “The Tragic Illusion of ‘Doing our Share’” exposes the fallacies of such thinking. 
ENGOs parrot this ‘fair share’ claim, but few have done any actual analysis.  Bjorn Lomborg, author and 
president of the Copenhagen Consensus Center, has done such analysis, using the climate model 
referenced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and others (known as MAGICC).  He 
found that if all countries signatory to the Paris Agreement met all their targets, the reduction in 
warming by 2100 might be just 0.17°C [seventeen one hundreds of a degree Celsius] or 0.3 °F [three tenths of a 

degree Fahrenheit], at a cost $1-2 trillion/year.  He believes less money could be better applied to more 
practical human needs. These are real and present issues, like housing, pumped water, sanitation and 
food supply, not future computer modelled climate scenarios that suffer from subjective inputs by 
researchers.   

 

 

China emits in one month (819 Mt/month) about 
what Canada emits in one and a half years.  

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/11/23/the-tragic-delusion-of-doing-our-share/?highlight=the%20climate%20change%20policy%20debate%20which%20way%20is%20the%20world%20heading
https://www.lomborg.com/about
http://www.magicc.org/
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Follow Other Leading Nations on Climate Accountability Law? 
ENGOs typically claim that other countries are meeting targets or succeeding, and that Canada should 
follow the example of those countries.  This ignores the glaring differences that Canada faces in terms of 
our nation’s vast distances and sparse population, which means all of our infrastructure costs and 
transportation and energy costs must be born by a very small population that faces the greatest 
extremes of temperature of any place other than Russia.  Policies adopted by New Zealand, a country 
with a population of only 4.8 million* on land that is 1/37th the size of Canada, cannot be assumed to be 
fitting for our circumstances. New Zealand’s emissions (2017) are said to be 0.17% of global total; 
Canada’s 1.6%.  Policies suited to smaller high-density population countries like the UK, Germany or 
Denmark cannot be applied to Canada’s context.  There is simply no valid comparison.   [*Alberta’s 
population is comparable to that of New Zealand]. 

 

 

Indeed, though the ENGO advocates of a climate accountability law argue that Canada ‘must do more’, it 
seems that Canada faces one of the stiffest prices of carbon tax payments, in a context that makes us 
uncompetitive with our largest trading partner, the USA. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_greenhouse_gas_emissions
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Foreign Funded ENGOs have Changed Government Climate Policy 
Since about 2005, a group of ‘green billionaires’ operating as a group called the ClimateWorks 
Foundation, have funded local environmental groups globally to agitate for GHG policies that would suit 
the green billionaires’ investment and economic policies.  This has been a surreptitious method of 
subverting domestic sovereignty. 

In 2005, the Oak Foundation (a ClimateWorks partner) funded the Sierra Club (then under the direction 
of Elizabeth May) for some US $217,893. to:  
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From that time forward, millions of dollars have poured into Canada to ENGOs, which in turn formed 
powerful social networks and 
movements to change Canadian 
laws, purportedly to ‘save the 
planet’.  In fact, it was to 
promote the vested interests of 
these green billionaires, as 
outlined in this study by Dr. 
Matthew Nisbet.  As Nisbet 
stated in an earlier study called 
“Climate Shift”, these green 
billionaires planed to implement 
global cap and trade systems, 
implement a price on carbon, and 
ensure that their vested interests 
in renewables were installed on 
the grid,  in order to cause a ‘sea 
change in the global economy’.  
Apparently, the wishes of global 
taxpayers were irrelevant.   

But Aren’t They Stopping the “Climate Crisis”? 
Many people are under the impression that these charities, ENGOs and green billionaires are acting with 
pure intent to stop the alleged climate crisis. Perhaps many are, but they are misinformed. 

Since 2004, scientists have known that water vapor and human activities like land use, deforestation, 
water diversion and vegetation have the most significant impact on climate change, in terms of human 
causation.  As many earth scientists have said for years, carbon dioxide concentration is a consequence 
of climate change, only nominally a cause. 

By 2005, scientists were seeking a new metric for assessing human impact on climate change, as the 
radiative forcing theory was deemed to be inadequate.  However, in 2006, Al Gore’s movie “An 
Inconvenient Truth” was released and in 2007, Mr. Gore and the IPCC won a Nobel Peace Prize for their 
work, firmly fixing the notion of human caused global warming and polar bear decline in the minds of 
the public. 

In 2013, the IPCC physical sciences group reported that there had been no rise in global warming for the 
past 15 years, despite an exceptionally large rise in carbon dioxide concentration from human industry.  
This news did not get much attention in world headlines. 

A year later in 2014, according to climate policy analyst Roger Pielke, Jr., two ‘green billionaires’, one of 
whom is associated with the ClimateWorks demarketing of fossil fuels and pushing of its carbon trading 
agenda, funded and promoted a report entitled “Risky Business”.  This report amplified the use of an 
extremely unlikely, but catastrophic computer simulation entitled the Representative Concentration 
Pathway 8.5 (RCP 8.5).  As Pielke notes, this climate catastrophe scenario proliferated through academic 
papers and the media with little investigation as to its source or likelihood. 

 

https://web.northeastern.edu/matthewnisbet/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Nisbet2018_ClimatePhilanthropy_WIREsClimateChange_Final.pdf
https://web.northeastern.edu/matthewnisbet/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Nisbet2018_ClimatePhilanthropy_WIREsClimateChange_Final.pdf
https://www.springer.com/us/book/9783642623738
https://www.nap.edu/read/11175/chapter/1
https://www.forbes.com/sites/rogerpielke/2020/01/02/how-billionaires-tom-steyer-and-michael-bloomberg-corrupted-climate-science/#7575a0f3702c
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The authors of the paper and study that created these scenarios had been using them to evaluate how 
different factors might affect climate. They are not meant as optional pathways as the assumptions in 
each scenario are completely different.  The IPCC’s AR5 report RCP 8.5 scenario proposes a scenario 
where the burning of coal exceeds global reserves without any climate policies or mitigations to reduce 
carbon dioxide emissions.  Obviously, the world already has many climate policies and technologies to 
reduce and mitigate carbon dioxide emissions.  Coal use has declined or stabilized in OECD and there, 
typically High Efficiency Low Emissions (HELE) plants that are classed as ‘ultra critical’ or ‘supercritical’ 
technologies are used, meaning emissions are extremely low.  Thus, RCP 8.5 represents a scenario of 
extreme warming, but one that bears no relation to reality.  Indeed, the reality is that also all climate 
models ‘run hot’ – about 3 times over the observed temperatures.  

 

Source: https://youtu.be/I8hdE3eZ6vs  

 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10584-011-0148-z
https://judithcurry.com/2014/04/22/coal-and-the-ipcc/
https://youtu.be/I8hdE3eZ6vs
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Dark Clouds of Conflicts of Interest 
When important climate policies are being considered, Canadians should be assured that a thorough 
cost-benefit analysis has been done, that partisan interests do not play a role, and that due diligence has 
been done to ensure that the proposed outcomes can reliably, responsibly and affordably supply the 
energy needs of individual Canadians, while effectively addressing either environmental or climate 
change issues. 

This has not been the case. 

Over the past 15-20 years, carbon pricing policies have been directed by a number of conflicted 
interests, according to the following research. 

UNPRI 
In 2014, the United Nations Principles for Responsible Investment (UNPRI) had a conference in 
Montreal. At that conference, they asked their ~1,000 signatory institutional investors/pension fund 
signatories to take a pledge to agitate for more ‘climate action’ with ‘laggard’ governments.  
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By creating ‘activist investors’, it is our view that the UNPRI has deliberately skewed investment 
markets.  This has severely damaged Canada’s oil, gas and coal sectors and these institutional investors 
have been instrumental in forcing unrealistic climate and energy policies on Canadian citizens. 

Likewise, by focussing on pushing wind and solar as a solution to climate change, UNPRI signatories are 
able to benefit from generous ‘invisible’ subsidies and special treatment afforded renewables, in effect 
capitalizing on a form of taxation without representation.  Robert Lyman’s series of reports on 
renewables explain that wind and solar offer only “Broken Promises” to the public; their implementation 
results in “Empty Wallets” for taxpayers, and “Empty Pockets” for workers as the much-vaunted 
“renewables jobs” are not going to be here in Canada to any large extent, but in China or Europe.  
Claims of a ‘clean-growth’ revolution are a hallucination. Global energy trends indicate continued 
growth of oil, natural gas and coal. Renewables cannot replace fossil fuels by 2030 or even 2050. 

In addition to creating activist investors via the UNPRI programs, they have also created investors who, 
in our opinion, infringe on freedom of the press. 

 

NEI Investments is a partnership of the Credit Unions of Canada and Dejardins of Quebec. In the above 
engagement document, they are directing an influential media investee to support certain policies (Paris 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/undue-influence-markets-skewed-april-5-2016-final-ic-bl.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/undue-influence-markets-skewed-april-5-2016-final-ic-bl.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/05/05/broken-promises-why-renewables-offer-no-resilient-recovery-part-1/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/05/24/empty-wallets-why-renewables-offer-no-resilient-recovery-part-2/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/06/01/empty-pockets-why-renewables-offer-no-resilient-recovery/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/06/10/renewable-energy-jobs-for-other-countries/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/The-Clean-Growth-Hallucination-FINAL-Sept-19-2018.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/07/01/the-climate-change-policy-debate-which-way-is-the-world-heading/?highlight=the%20climate%20change%20policy%20debate%20which%20way%20is%20the%20world%20heading
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/07/01/the-climate-change-policy-debate-which-way-is-the-world-heading/?highlight=the%20climate%20change%20policy%20debate%20which%20way%20is%20the%20world%20heading
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/WHY-RENEWABLE-ENERGY-CANNOT-REPLACE-FOSSIL-FUELS-BY-2050-FINAL-2.pdf
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Agreement) and groups, like the Ecofiscal Commission and the Rockefeller’s CDP, in a manner that, due 
to their financial power, would suggest undue influence. 

NEI Investments did a similar thing with the 2015 NDP Alberta government.  In “Transitioning to a Low 
Carbon Energy System” they make various claims about the effectiveness of their influence on the 
Alberta and Canadian governments.  As discussed in our two reports on “climate risk” reporting, this 
influence is detrimental to public policy and to electoral authority in a constitutional monarchy like 
Canada.  

NEI was acknowledged as one of the top 22 activists investors by the UNPRI in 2016.  

Ecofiscal Commission 
NEI recommended the advice of the Ecofiscal Commission to Roger’s Media.  Ecofiscal Commission 
sounds like it is an independent body of experts, but despite having a number of skilled economists on 
board, it is far from independent. According to research by retired international banker, Parker Gallant, 
it is entanglement of pro-carbon-pricing group-speak environmental groups and their supporters, with a 
few of corporate donors.  There is not a dissenting voice on carbon pricing among them.   

Ecofiscal evolved into the Pan-Canadian Expert Collaboration on carbon pricing.  As Gallant found, it is 
just more of the same, but this time funded by taxpayers.  Gallant goes on to reveal that influential 
persons associated with insurance companies became involved.  Insurance companies love to claim that 
climate change is driving up costs, and therefore, so must the cost of your policy, when this is not the 
case.  Gallant’s research then revealed an association with Stuart Elgie (who founded Ecojustice) and 
Smart Prosperity. Ontario’s MaRs, Trillium Foundation and the Canadian Environmental Grantmakers 
Network (now called Environment Funders Canada) also were on board.  Many millions of dollars flow in 
and out of these charities, meaning that your tax dollars are directing these very partisan organizations 
that consolidate their political and opinion-making power, and then they apply for more funding from 
the feds to operate their partisan review and make recommendations for climate and vested interests in 
‘clean’ energy policies and carbon pricing (which they propose should be $210/t). 

The tangled web that Parker Gallant unravels continues as he shows the involvement of Simon Fraser 
University, Evergreen, the Trillium Foundation, Friends of the Greenbelt, and persistent involvement of 
Bruce Lourie of the Ivey Foundation throughout. 

What should be concerning to citizens and taxpayers is the ever increasing influence of the associated 
‘charitable’ foundations and registered charities, which are already tax-subsidized, and which are 
involved in a group-think pile-on pushing extremely high carbon taxes, green crony capitalist ‘clean’ tech 
projects, all done with lots of taxpayer dollars but no independent review or due diligence on their 
claims.  

Gallant goes on to explore the fact that several universities also jumped on board, noting also that no 
‘deniers’ were permitted. 

Examining the “collaborators” named by the Government in the original announcement about the 
winning bid for the $20 million in Federal funding to “generate, communicate, and mobilize trusted 
information, policy advice, and best practices* for Canadians, governments, and stakeholders,” is an 
interesting exercise.  Eight of the names on the list can be directly connected to eight universities. 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/TakeStock-CO2-markets-May-6-2015-Ver-4.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/107-submission_nei-investments_-investor-collaboration_signatories.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/transitioning-to-a-low-carbon-energy-system-nei.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/transitioning-to-a-low-carbon-energy-system-nei.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2017/02/01/new-reports-challenge-share-on-climate-change-risk-and-denial-for-pension-fund-trustees-and-corporate-boards/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/02/11/who-and-what-is-the-ecofiscal-commission/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/02/11/who-and-what-is-the-ecofiscal-commission/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/11/11/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-phase-1/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/11/13/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-phase-two/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/11/13/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-phase-two/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/11/18/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-phase-three/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/11/18/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-phase-three/
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2019/04/the-pan-canadian-expert-collaboration.html
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*The claim that ‘trusted information’ and ‘best practices’ are being coordinated is ludicrous and 
laughable, if not so sad for taxpayers and citizens who will have to pay the tab. 

Parker Gallant’s analysis continues, showing the involvement of the Trottier Family Foundation and the 
University of Calgary’s “Canadian Energy Systems Analysis Research (CESAR)” – again with projects 
funded by Bruce Lourie’s Ivey Foundation. 

And finally, the Canadian Institute for Climate Choices was the winning bid to evolve as the pan-
Canadian expert collaboration: “The Institute will undertake rigorous, evidence-based and integrated 
research, analysis and engagement to help decision-makers and Canadians understand and evaluate the 
policy choices that could put Canada on a path to achieve net-zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 
and build a clean, prosperous and resilient future that benefits all Canadians.”  

In fact, it is the same old collection of group-think activists, offering the same ideologies, same lack of 
due diligence on effectiveness, lack of review of recent climate science findings, the same old supporters 
of green crony capitalism, but this time, just funded directly by your tax dollars now for some $20 
million. “As of this year, the Pan-Canadian Expert Collaboration will be eligible to receive up to 
$20 million over five years to implement its vision for the institute.” 

If ‘only’ $20 million were at risk, one might be able to pass this off as a common curse of governments 
everywhere – that people closest to the table, like the clever dog at the dinner table, get the best scraps, 
and sometimes can even pull a complete steak off the plate. 

The true problem is that this group of activists will also be influencing multi-billion-dollar climate and 
energy policies that affect international investment.  Canada is already experiencing the catastrophic 
impacts of ‘green’ ideology over practical energy and environmental policies.  Over $100 billion in 
investments have been lost in just the past two years.  The following table from Robert Lyman’s report 
“Dark Green Money” gives a sense of the many hundreds of millions of dollars at play, which may result 
in billions of dollars of 
losses as conventional 
energy projects are 
sidelined in favour of 
hobby energy farms like 
renewables.  These 
numbers, in concert with 
the conflicts of interests, 
the undue influence of a 
handful of parties, and the 
subversive foreign-funding 
and influence issues raised 
in the foregoing, should 
be red flags for all citizens 
of Canada.  While 
undoubtedly many 
participants share a 
certain ideology related to 
‘saving the planet’ which 

 

https://www.newswire.ca/news-releases/national-research-institute-launches-to-bring-clarity-to-canada-s-climate-choices-864221783.html
https://www.newswire.ca/news-releases/government-of-canada-announces-winning-bid-to-create-new-independent-climate-institute-892133651.html
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/03/20/prosperity-foregone-a-summary/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2020/03/20/prosperity-foregone-a-summary/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Dark-Green-Money-Foundation-Funding-Jan-11-2019-1.pdf
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/12/15/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-the-grand-finale/
https://parkergallantenergyperspectivesblog.wordpress.com/2019/12/15/pan-canadian-expert-collaboration-the-grand-finale/
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may be driven by pure motives, it is clear that the outcome is imminent economic and political 
destruction of Canada, and these forces are playing a key role in that breakdown. 

ENGOs 
Robert Lyman compiled four reports on the money, power and influence of environmental groups in 
Canada.  Deeply concerning to all Canadians should be the influence of foreign money and the 
exceptional financial and political power these ENGOs have today. 

 
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Big-Green-Money-NO-vs-PRO-FINAL-RevB-FEB-12-2019-2.pdf  

Ecojustice, one of the proponents of the climate accountability law, has made successive efforts to shut 
down the Alberta Inquiry into foreign-funded activity against the Alberta oil sands.2  3 

 
2 https://globalnews.ca/news/6199936/ecojustice-lawsuit-anti-alberta-inquiry/  
3 https://edmontonjournal.com/news/politics/ecojustice-files-injunction-to-stop-inquiry-into-foreign-funded-environmental-groups  

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2019/05/07/environmental-charities-a-compilation-of-reports-on-their-finances-power-and-implications-for-canada/
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Big-Green-Money-NO-vs-PRO-FINAL-RevB-FEB-12-2019-2.pdf
https://globalnews.ca/news/6199936/ecojustice-lawsuit-anti-alberta-inquiry/
https://edmontonjournal.com/news/politics/ecojustice-files-injunction-to-stop-inquiry-into-foreign-funded-environmental-groups


 

Page | 19 

Aside from receiving large sums of money from foreign sources, Canadian ENGO charities have also 
become recipients of very substantial sums of money from the Canadian federal government, from 
provinces and municipalities. 

 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Big-Green-Money-NO-vs-PRO-FINAL-RevB-FEB-12-2019-2.pdf 

Some of these ENGO charities, are also recipients of monies from corporations.  For instance, the David 
Suzuki Foundation has been funded by Power Corporation since 2007.  

 

Source: Power Corporation CDP report 

Indeed, it appears that the David Suzuki Foundation’s corporate roots are very deep.  

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Big-Green-Money-NO-vs-PRO-FINAL-RevB-FEB-12-2019-2.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/07/17/uprooting-the-david-suzuki-fund-corporate-connections/
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Strathmere Group 
In 2006, Marlo Raynolds, formerly of Pembina Institute, now chief of staff for Minister Johnathan 
Wilkinson, founded the Strathmere Group, which became a well-funded, behind the scenes liaison of 
the top 14 environmental groups in Canada.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.muttart.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Prepare-Your-Non-Profit-Organization-to-Help-Create-a-Wave-of-Positive-Change2013.pdf
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Billions of Dollars of Influence, Vast Social Media Networks, International Ties, Many 
Volunteers  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As Robert Lyman writes in “Money Matters: 
The ENGO Political Advantage”, the 
revenues received by the ENGOs and their 
EnviroLaw counterparts over the period 
(2000-2018) was over 18 times the revenues 
received by all federal political parties, and 
over 27 times the revenues received by the 
market-oriented institutes.  

• The top 40 ENGOs received about $11.2 
billion over the period 2000 to 2018.  

• The “EnviroLaw” organizations received 
about $167 million over that same period. 

• Both Ducks Unlimited Canada and the 
Nature Conservancy Canada annually 
receive higher revenues than all the major 
federal political parties; a large portion of 
the funding to these organizations is from 
the federal government.  

• The revenue received by the Tides 
organization alone is more than the 
combined revenues of Canada’s two largest 
federal political parties, the Liberal Party of 
Canada and the Conservative Party of 
Canada over the period.  

• The David Suzuki Foundation’s average 
annual revenues exceed the annual 
revenues of the federal New Democratic 
Party.  

• Eight ENGOs have annual revenues that 
exceed those of the governing Liberal Party 
of Canada 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Money-Matters-report-format-FINAL.pdf
https://blog.friendsofscience.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Money-Matters-report-format-FINAL.pdf
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Dark Clouds of Conflicts of Interest 
The foregoing has offered an overview, drawn from several reports, showing that undue foreign and 
domestic influence is directing Canada’s climate and energy policies in ways that subvert the democratic 
process of our constitutional monarchy, that sidestep domestic sovereignty over policy, and that rely on 
extremely partisan groups, largely made up of tax-subsidized ENGOs, some of which appear to be acting 
as proxies for various green crony capitalist interests. 

According to information on the Canada Revenue Agency Charities Directorate website, charities are 
forbidden to engage in partisan activity or to attempt to change the law in Canada or any other 
sovereign nation. 

 
Source: Canada Revenue Agency Ecojustice profile 

Charitable activities must be tangible, measurable, and local to meet the ‘net benefit’ parameters 
described by the Canada Revenue Agency.  “Climate change” is not a tangible, measurable or local 
charitable purpose.  To all appearances, the activities described herein related to the activist charities 
are partisan in nature and without any verifiable form of due diligence done by experts such as 
Professional Engineers (i.e. particularly in the promotion of wind and solar or clean tech). 

According to the Competition Bureau, citizens must be afforded protection from greenwashing: 
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Based on this expose, it appears that Canadians have been ‘greenwashed’ by the climate and 
environmental movements for years and have been forced to finance them through tax-subsidized 
status and through tax and grant give-aways by governments. 

Conclusion 
The recent controversy concerning the federal government’s intention to hand a sole-sourced $913 
million grant to the WE Charity to enact the Canada Student Summer Grant (CSSG) program has been 
deemed by many to have been fraught with conflicts of interest – whether real or perceived [the Ethics 
Commissioner has yet to rule on these matters].  

This report reveals that much greater risk and larger sums of money, influence, and power are at play by 
those demanding a ‘climate accountability law’ – including the power to economically destroy Canada 
by the partisan promotion and funding of ideological ‘green’ and ‘clean-tech’ projects.  These policies 
are advocated for by groups that are intricately interwoven with vested interests, who advocate for 
climate and energy policies for which no proper due diligence or cost-benefit analysis has been done.  
These matters also entail significant sums of foreign funding for objectives that are not shared by the 
electorate – yet these projects and policies are being promoted by unelected, unaccountable, domestic, 
and transnational ENGOs and their counterparts. 

These are dark clouds of conflicts of interest that threaten Canada’s very existence. 
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About 

Friends of Science Society is an independent group of earth, atmospheric and solar scientists, engineers, 
and citizens this is celebrating its 18th year of offering climate science insights. After a thorough review 
of a broad spectrum of literature on climate change, Friends of Science Society has concluded that the 
sun is the main driver of climate change, not carbon dioxide (CO2). 
Friends of Science Society 
P.O. Box 23167, Mission P.O. 
Calgary, Alberta 
Canada T2S 3B1 
Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-789-9597 
Web: friendsofscience.org 
E-mail: contact(at)friendsofscience(dot)org 
Web: climatechange101.ca 
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