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ExecuƟve Summary 

 

This report answers the various advocacy 
related quesƟons posed by the Canadian 
SecƟon of the Wildlife Society (CSTWS) 
contained in Appendix A to this report.  

In sum, CSTWS appears to be in a very good 
posiƟon to propose soluƟons and science-based 
input on wildlife management issues federally, 
subject to the organizaƟon dedicaƟng necessary 
Ɵme and resources to such work.   

In order to leverage its wealth of knowledge and 
experƟse, CSTWS needs to lay a foundaƟon for 
future advocacy success, including updaƟng its 
charitable purpose to clearly allow for advocacy 
work, carving out capacity to engage in 
advocacy which should include the ramping up 
of an advocacy working group/commiƩee, 
engaging with members and TWS in seƫng 
advocacy prioriƟes, increasing staff or contract 
resources dedicated to advocacy (ex. half an FTE 
to focus on advocacy work), and budgeƟng for 
travel to aƩend meeƟngs and to engage in 
public facing communicaƟons when it is 
necessary. 

CSTWS must also begin to work with others on 
advocacy for various reasons. There is strength 
in numbers and other organizaƟons in this arena 
have Ɵes to government from a history of 
advocacy work that should be leveraged.  

It is recommended that CSTWS establish 
relaƟonships with a diversity of groups to 
enable it to work with parliamentarians of all 
poliƟcal stripes. 

Working with groups that are engaged in the 
Green Budget CoaliƟon such as Nature Canada 
that chairs the GBC could also provide a good 

opportunity to influence government as this 
coaliƟon is oŌen trusted to provide disƟlled 
advice on budget prioriƟes. 

As CSTWS starts its advocacy communicaƟons 
with the federal government, it is 
recommended that CSTWS idenƟfy itself as a 
‘new’ organizaƟon at the federal level that 
consists of wildlife professionals with members 
across Canada working on wildlife management. 
It is unnecessary for CSTWS to have any specific 
prioriƟes iniƟally, but priority seƫng should be 
a conducted into late 2025 and beyond.  

Whilst establishing vital relaƟonships and 
learning about what is likely to be of interest to 
a new federal government and potenƟal partner 
groups, CSTWS can concurrently start its 
internal process of idenƟfying its prioriƟes and 
then begin “field tesƟng” the advocacy advice 
contained in this report. 

It is recommended that at least one 
organizaƟonal priority be a topic that other 
groups are already focused on or a topic that is 
a priority for government already so that CSTWS 
can join or foster the creaƟon of a partnership 
or coaliƟon to work on these issues. Not only 
will this help build momentum quicker and 
establish CSTWS as a helpful player in federal 
advocacy, but it will also help provide a network 
of “colleagues” to whoever CSTWS hires or 
engages to conduct its advocacy work. 

A detailed set of conclusions and 
recommendaƟons is contained in the 
Conclusions secƟon of this report, while links to 
important resources and requested edits to the 
TWS ConservaƟon Affairs Network Policy Toolkit 
for Canada are contained in the Appendices. 
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a.  The Rules of Engagement: 
Advocacy Nuts and Bolts 

 

There are three sets of rules applicable to 
chariƟes engaging in advocacy federally in 
Canada: the Income Tax Act, the lobbying 
registraƟon requirements, and the system 
applicable during an elecƟon. Each set of rules is 
explored below.  

i. ChariƟes and the Income Tax Act  

CSTWS is a registered charity under the Income 
Tax Act. CSTWS’s charitable purposes currently 
filed with Revenue Canada provides that.  

The following represent the charitable 
purposes for the CSTWS: 

i. Offering educaƟonal programs, courses, 
learning units, seminars, workshops, 
conferences, and meeƟngs; 

ii. Developing and evaluaƟng educaƟonal 
resources and programs that increase 
knowledge, skills and aƫtudes supporƟve of 
the protecƟon of the environment and 
wildlife conservaƟon among the public and 
conservaƟon professionals; 

iii. AssisƟng educators in their understanding 
and integraƟng of environmental issues into 
their educaƟonal programs and services; 

iv. CollecƟng and disseminaƟng informaƟon 
to the public on the protecƟon of the 
environment through websites, newsleƩers, 
workshops seminars and related educaƟonal 
media; 

iv. ConducƟng research relaƟng to wildlife, 
its habitat and the environment and 
disseminaƟng the results of such research; 
and 

iv. Providing scholarships, bursaries, awards 
and other forms of financial assistance to 
students and conservaƟon professionals 
interested in wildlife and habitat protecƟon 
and conservaƟon.  

Being registered charity allows CSTWS to issue 
tax receipts for the donaƟons it receives, a very 
important fundraising tool but one that comes 
with responsibiliƟes set out under the Act. 
Detailed explanaƟons of current rules and any 
updates to the rules applicable to chariƟes 
under the Act are provided on the Canada 
Revenue Agency website. 

The rules contained in the Act applicable to 
chariƟes engaging in public advocacy have 
changed substanƟally over the past decade. 
These changes have rendered the process of 
engaging in advocacy much simpler.   

The former rule that allowed the Minister of 
NaƟonal Revenue to suspend the ability of 
registered chariƟes to issue tax receipts for 
engaging in “poliƟcal acƟviƟes” in excess of the 
quanƟtaƟve limit (10% of charitable resources) 
has been eliminated. In fact, the phrase 
“poliƟcal acƟvity” has been eliminated from the 
Act enƟrely.  

This was the former system of rules the Harper 
government relied upon to audit and revoke 
the charitable status of several chariƟes criƟcal 
of oil and gas development, who were found to 
have exceeded their 10% quota or who had 
otherwise failed to properly track expenditures 
dedicated to advocacy work. These audits led 
many chariƟes to either cease or curtail their 
advocacy work or implement significant tracking 
and accounƟng procedures.  

The rule introduced by the Trudeau government 
in 2018 to replace the poliƟcal acƟvity limits 
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then required that all public policy work 
undertaken by a charity fall under the umbrella 
of “public policy dialogue and development 
acƟviƟes” as defined by the Act.  

Public policy dialogue generally involves seeking 
to influence the laws, policies or decisions of a 
government, whether in Canada or a foreign 
country. The advocacy work contemplated by 
CSTWS is more than likely captured within this 
broad definiƟon.  

To ensure that public policy work was properly 
undertaken, it had to be documented that it was 
conducted in furtherance of an organizaƟon’s 
charitable purpose as accepted by the Canada 
Revenue Agency. There was a requirement to 
demonstrate this connecƟon annually on the 
T3010 tax form with a brief descripƟon of the 
work undertaken.  

InteresƟngly, this annual filing requirement has 
also recently been eliminated. As a result, 
although CSTWS must sƟll engage in advocacy 
only in furtherance of its charitable purpose, it 
no longer needs to specifically report its 
acƟviƟes annually and describe how its 
advocacy meets that purpose.  

What remains in the tax filing system is the 
ability for chariƟes, if they wish, to track their 
advocacy work and rely on any expenditures 
dedicated to this public policy dialogue to 
saƟsfy the annual spending 
requirement/disbursement quota (typically 
3.5% of the value of charitable property if a 
charity owns assets in excess of $25,000). The 
prohibiƟon maintained in the Income Tax Act is 
that chariƟes cannot devote any part of their 
resources to the direct or indirect support of, or 
opposiƟon to, a poliƟcal party or candidate for 
public office – chariƟes cannot engage in 

parƟsan poliƟcal acƟviƟes, or the Minister may 
suspend their tax-receipƟng privileges.  

Recalling the work by a previous government to 
monitor and audit chariƟes and revoke some 
charitable registraƟons, aŌer a review of 
CSTWS’s purpose currently filed with CRA, it is 
recommended that such purpose be updated to 
clearly sƟpulate that engaging in advocacy 
aimed at policy, regulatory and legislaƟve 
reform to improve wildlife management is one 
of the organizaƟon’s charitable purposes. 
UpdaƟng CSTWS’s charitable purpose is 
straighƞorward and merely requires filing a 
proposed new purpose with CRA and a 
statement of acƟviƟes that describes how 
CSTWS intends to carry out the acƟviƟes to 
accomplish its updated purpose. The CRA would 
then review and approve the updated purpose. 
A link to the CRA website and its online charity 
portal is provided in Appendix B to assist. 

ii. RegistraƟon as a Lobbyist  

Beyond the Income Tax Act, there are also rules 
contained in the Lobbying Act. For chariƟes, 
registraƟon under the Lobbying Act is required 
when lobbying reaches the collecƟve threshold 
of an equivalent of 20% of a full-Ɵme employee 
across an organizaƟon’s enƟre paid staff. 

The purpose of the Lobbying Act is to increase 
public transparency as to whom government is 
communicaƟng. Lobbying regulated by the Act 
includes communicaƟon with federal officials 
directly (wriƩen, spoken) or indirectly (appeals 
to the public) about a legislaƟve proposal, bill or 
resoluƟon, regulaƟon (developing, introducing, 
passing, defeaƟng, amending) policy or program 
(developing, amending) or the awarding of a 
grant, contribuƟon or other financial benefit.  

The following types of communicaƟons are not 
considered lobbying: a request limited to asking 
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for informaƟon, asking an official how a law or 
regulaƟon is enforced, interpreted or applied, 
making a public submission to a parliamentary 
commiƩee or in public record proceedings, such 
as before a board, commission or tribunal (ex. 
the Canadian Energy Regulator or Impact 
Assessment Agency of Canada). The reason for 
exempƟng reporƟng on work in these venues is 
that proceedings already have publicly 
accessible records so reporƟng through the 
registry would be duplicaƟve. 

Lobbying of almost all federal employees is 
captured: officers and execuƟves, members of 
the armed forces and RCMP, staff of 
parliamentarians and all designated officials, 
including parliamentarians (Senate and House 
of Commons), ministerial staff, and posiƟons 
established by federal regulaƟon.  

Both consultants and employees engaged in 
lobbying by CSTWS must be registered in the 
federal Lobbyist Registry.  

Employees who lobby on behalf of their 
employer (CSTWS’s ExecuƟve Director for 
example) must be registered in a single 
registraƟon once collecƟve lobbying reaches the 
in-house lobbyist registraƟon threshold of 20% 
of a full-Ɵme employee’s Ɵme across an 
organizaƟon.  

Volunteers conducƟng lobbying (ex. CSTWS 
Board members or members at large who are 
not paid by the organizaƟon) would not be 
required to register or report lobbying acƟviƟes, 
though employees of an organizaƟon or anyone 
paid to coordinate volunteer acƟviƟes would 
have to report. 

Anyone engaged in lobbying federally must 
comply with the Lobbyists’ Code of Conduct, 
which came into effect on July 1, 2023. The 
Code contains straighƞorward ethical 
requirements for those engaged in lobbying. 
Both the Code and the Lobbying Act 
requirements are administered by the Office of 
the Commissioner of Lobbying of Canada where 
numerous resources are maintained to assist 
with compliance.  

iii. Advocacy During ElecƟons 

In addiƟon to the rules applicable under the 
Income Tax Act that prohibit CSTWS from 
engaging in parƟsan poliƟcal acƟviƟes, during 
elecƟons the rules under the Canada 
ElecƟons Act administered by ElecƟons 
Canada add a second regulatory layer 
applicable to chariƟes.  

Ideally, CSTWS would engage parƟes prior to 
an elecƟon to influence plaƞorm promises 

TIP – Using the Lobbyist Registry for Research 
 
The Registry can be a useful tool in determining 
what organizaƟons, companies and individuals 
have been lobbying the federal government on a 
parƟcular issue.  
 
As an example, a quick search of the word 
caribou in the registry reveals that government 
has received hundreds of points of 
communicaƟon on various aspects of caribou but 
very few in the past 6 months revealing that new 
caribou management measures are probably not 
being considered.  
 
On the other hand, if one searches “global 
biodiversity framework” and “2030 biodiversity 
targets”, dozens of recent points of lobbying can 
be found in the past 6 months from all manner 
of organizaƟons.  
 
Clearly this issue has recently been acƟve. The 
registry can also potenƟally be used to idenƟfy 
partners, those opposed to an issue and the 
government officials being lobbied to help start 
planning an approach to advocacy. 
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before an elecƟon begins. Having a plaƞorm 
commitment in hand prior to an elecƟon is 
obviously preferable to trying to convince a 
party during a busy elecƟon to make a 
commitment when maƩers other than 
wildlife management will typically be 
prioriƟzed.  

ChariƟes oŌen avoid engaging in advocacy 
during elecƟon cycles for fear of running afoul 
of the prohibiƟon on devoƟng any resources 
to the direct or indirect support of, or 
opposiƟon to, a poliƟcal party or candidate 
for public office. Or they otherwise tend to 
avoid the hassle of showing compliance with 
the “third-party” rules administered by 
ElecƟons Canada.  

Third-party rules apply to organizaƟons that 
engage in adverƟsing during elecƟons. CSTWS 
would be required to register as a third-party 
with ElecƟons Canada if it were to take a 
posiƟon on a public policy issue that is known 
to be associated with a candidate or poliƟcal 
party (even if the party is not menƟoned) and 
were to spend more than $500 on issue 
adverƟsing. 

The elecƟon rules applicable to third parƟes 
are not covered here in any more depth as it 
is not anƟcipated that CSTWS will engage in 
elecƟon adverƟsing beyond this limit as part 
of its advocacy work. More detailed and 
regularly updated informaƟon is available on 
the ElecƟons Canada third-party informaƟon 
page.  

The ability to engage in important policy 
discussions during an elecƟon without 
needing to register with ElecƟons Canada can 
be accomplished through carefully craŌed 

work. CSTWS could engage in policy work 
during elecƟons by: 

 Not showing support for or opposiƟon to 
a candidate, poliƟcal party, or its leader.  

 If hosƟng events or debates, by inviƟng 
all parƟes to aƩend (some chariƟes host 
or organize issues-based debates for 
example). 

 CSTWS could ‘piggy-back’ on the elecƟon 
work of others.  For example, GreenPAC 
regularly organizes debates during federal 
elecƟons and have all the systems in 
place to ensure compliance with 
applicable rules. CSTWS could reach out 
and seek to have a wildlife management 
issue included in their debates. 
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Summary and implicaƟons for CSTWS 

In order to engage in advocacy, the following 
should be undertaken or otherwise become 
part of CSTWS operaƟons: 

1. CSTWS update its current charitable 

purposes to clearly sƟpulate that 
engaging in advocacy aimed at policy, 
regulatory and legislaƟve reform to 
improve wildlife conservaƟon and 
management.   
 

2. CSTWS keep its charitable purposes front 
of mind when engaging in any advocacy 
and ensure that acƟviƟes are in 
furtherance of its charitable purposes. 
 

3. CSTWS can count advocacy work towards 
meeƟng any annual disbursement quota 
requirements. 

 

 

4. CSTWS cannot devote any part of its 
resources to the direct or indirect support 
of, or opposiƟon to, a poliƟcal party or 
candidate for public office. 

 
5. CSTWS must register as a lobbyist when 

the collecƟve work of its employees and 
consultants engaged in lobbying reach a 
threshold of 20% of a full-Ɵme employee.  

 
6. Although the rules during an elecƟon are 

specific, they should not discourage 
CSTWS from engaging in important public 
policy discussions taking place that stay 
within the limitaƟons placed on it under 
the Income Tax Act and the Canada 
ElecƟons Act. 
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b. Federal JurisdicƟon for Wildlife 

 

At the outset it is worth defining ‘wildlife’ for 
the purpose of this report.  The TWS wildlife 
biologist cerƟficaƟon program defines 
‘wildlife species’ as amphibians, repƟles, 
mammals, and birds. TWS’s program excludes 
fish. 

i. Authority of the federal, provincial and 
territorial governments 

Federal and provincial jurisdicƟon is 
delineated in the ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1867, the 
Natural Resources Transfer Agreements, 1930 
and the ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1982 (referred to 
collecƟvely below as the “ConsƟtuƟon”). 
Wildlife and wildlife management are not 
specifically menƟoned in the ConsƟtuƟon. 
The ConsƟtuƟon does variously grant powers 
to both the federal and provincial 
governments related to aspects of wildlife 
and wildlife management however.  

A great deal of authority for wildlife 
management rests with the provinces as a 
result of their responsibility for the 
management of provincial Crown lands, non-
renewable resources, and forests, as granted 
by the ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1867 for the original 
provinces that formed Canada, and by the 
Natural Resources Transfer Agreements, 1930 
for the four western provinces that later 
joined confederaƟon. Responsibility for these 
maƩers has resulted in legislaƟon, 
regulaƟons, policies and programs for wildlife 
management in each of the provinces. 

Management of fish resources is specifically 
conferred on the federal government by the 
ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1867 through its legislaƟve 

authority over the seacoast and inland 
fisheries, a power that has been interpreted 
to also include the management of marine 
mammals. The federal government also has 
authority over federal lands, including the 
territories (subject to modern land claim and 
management agreements discussed below), 
naƟonal parks, reserve lands and military 
lands. 

Federal authority to maintain internaƟonal 
treaty obligaƟons entered into prior to 1931 
has been uƟlized as the basis for regulaƟng 
migratory birds in Canada (i.e. the 1916 
ConvenƟon Between the United Kingdom and 
the United States of America for the 
ProtecƟon of Migratory Birds in Canada and 
the United States). The Court in the 2024 case 
of Western Canada Wilderness CommiƩee v. 
Canada (Environment and Climate Change), 
2024 FC 167 determined that the federal 
government’s obligaƟons under the 
Migratory Birds ConvenƟon Act are much 
broader than the narrow interpretaƟon being 
applied previously by the federal government.  

The federal government also has the residual 
authority to regulate maƩers that are not 
included in the subjects specifically assigned 
exclusively to the provinces in the 
ConsƟtuƟon. It is uncertain whether this 
residual authority could be useful in the 
wildlife management context, but it could 
potenƟally become important as new issues 
emerge.   

As a result of the above, parƟcularly the lack 
of any specific menƟon of wildlife in the 
ConsƟtuƟon, it is somewhat difficult to find a 
bright line separaƟng federal and provincial 
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authority.  JurisdicƟon over wildlife can be 
considered a shared responsibility as a result. 
By way of example in pracƟce, both the 
federal and provincial governments have 
established species at risk regulatory regimes. 
The federal authority to regulate inland 
fisheries has also been applied to regulate 
aspects of forest management on provincial 
lands, parƟcularly in BriƟsh Columbia, where 
enforcement of the federal Fisheries Act has 
led to improved landscape level management 
on both private and provincial owned 
forested lands. Arguably, the jurisdicƟon of 
the federal government to implement the 
Migratory Birds ConvenƟon could now be 
relied upon to regulate acƟviƟes on provincial 

lands that impact bird species in a similar 
fashion.  

Although federal jurisdicƟon over wildlife 
could probably be extended into a large 
number of areas similar to how the power to 
regulate fisheries has been applied to forestry 
in B.C., what is clear at this Ɵme, is that the 
federal government is focused largely on 
migratory birds, species at risk, and wildlife 
on designated federal lands including naƟonal 
parks and marine protected areas, naƟonal 
wildlife areas and migratory bird sanctuaries, 
First NaƟon reserves, and Canadian Forces 
bases. 

The majority of federal Crown land is located 
in the three territories. In the territories, 

©Iva/stock.adobe.com 
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wildlife management is a mix of federal, 
territorial, and Indigenous governance, with 
territorial authority defined through federal 
statutory conferrals and land claim and self-
governance agreements. For example, 
fisheries management responsibility has been 
largely maintained with the federal 
government, while wildlife management is 
now led by the territories which have enacted 
various territorial wildlife statutes. 
Furthermore, land claim and self-government 
agreements in the territories define many 
aspects of wildlife management, including the 
establishment of various land, water and 
resource co-management boards that have 
been taking on increasing regulatory 
responsibility for various aspects of wildlife 
management in the north. 

The ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1982 “recognized and 
affirmed exisƟng rights of the Aboriginal 
people of Canada”. Throughout most of 
Canada, Aboriginal rights had been 
recognized through treaty but there are many 
areas where treaƟes do not yet apply (much 
of BriƟsh Columbia for example) or where 
governments’ treaty obligaƟons are sƟll being 
refined. Although treaty and rights are sƟll 
being defined in many areas of Canada, the 
perspecƟves and rights of Indigenous Peoples 
are forming a greater and significant part in 
the larger wildlife framework in Canada and 
must be considered when advocaƟng for 
wildlife. 

This secƟon has covered the legislaƟve 
regulatory authority of the federal, provincial 
and territorial governments. This authority to 
regulate should not be confused with the 
ability of all levels of government to fund or 
implement programs that benefit wildlife 
generally. OŌenƟmes various levels of 

government either fund or implement 
collaboraƟve programs that benefit wildlife 
species regardless of their regulatory 
authority. For the purpose of advocacy 
therefore, it is oŌen wise to engage with 
mulƟple levels of government and to 
determine what will be asked of each level of 
government. If the federal government does 
not have regulatory jurisdicƟon in a given 
situaƟon, for example, the ask of the federal 
government might be to help provinces by 
contribuƟng funding to a program. 

As a result of the above, it is recommended 
that as CSTWS chooses it advocacy prioriƟes 
that it: 

1. Collaborate with any Indigenous Peoples 
potenƟally impacted by its work. 
 

2. Consider where prioriƟes fit along a 
jurisdicƟonal spectrum of increasing 
potenƟal for conflict: a clear jurisdicƟonal 
area of authority of the federal 
government where it has always had clear 
authority, a shared jurisdicƟon where 
provincial-federal collaboraƟon will likely 
be necessary, or it is seeking to have the 
federal government assert authority in an 
area that is largely untested and may lead 
to conflict with one or more province. 
 

3. Consider making coordinated asks at both 
the provincial/territorial and federal 
government levels with the goal of having 
either or both jurisdicƟons make a 
desired program, policy or other change. 

ii. Federal Departments with ResponsibiliƟes 
for Wildlife 

The three main departments with responsibility 
for managing wildlife in Canada are 
Environment and Climate Change Canada, 
(ECCC) Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
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and Natural Resources Canada (NRC). Other 
departments have minor but important 
responsibiliƟes that also impact on wildlife and 
are briefly discussed below. Please note that the 
names and responsibiliƟes of government 
departments change and evolve so confirming 
which department has responsibility for a given 
issue may be necessary.  

Environment and Climate Change Canada 

ECCC has numerous responsibiliƟes for 
managing wildlife distributed across mulƟple 
offices within the department.   

Part of ECCC, the Canadian Wildlife Service 
(CWS) is the main organizaƟon directly 
responsible for wildlife within ECCC and the 
federal government more broadly. The CWS is 
responsible for the protecƟon and 
management of migratory birds, species at 
risk, and their naƟonally important habitats. 

The CWS conducts scienƟfic monitoring of 
migratory birds and species at risk 
populaƟons and distribuƟon, wetlands and 
engages in regulatory, land management, 
policy development, and financial support 
work. 

CWS also reviews and issues permits under 
the Migratory Bird RegulaƟons, Migratory 
Bird Sanctuary RegulaƟons, Wildlife Area 
RegulaƟons, and Species at Risk Act and also 
reviews impact assessments being 
undertaken federally or being led by the 
provinces for impacts to wildlife being 
managed or regulated by the federal 
government. 

CWS also leads or supports internaƟonal and 
interprovincial agreements regarding 
biological diversity, invasive species, 
Indigenous wildlife management boards, the 
Canadian Wildlife Directors CommiƩee, and 

©westrosemedia/stock.adobe.com 
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CommiƩee on the Status of Endangered 
Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). CWS also 
manages various funding programs that 
support wildlife conservaƟon and species at 
risk recovery, including the Habitat 
Stewardship Program, the CriƟcal Habitat 
Interdepartmental Program, and the 
Indigenous Partnerships for Species at Risk 
Program. 

Finally, CWS manages a network of protected 
areas consisƟng of 57 NaƟonal Wildlife Areas 
protecƟng over 3.5 million hectares of habitat 
with almost half being marine habitat. CWS 
also manages 92 Migratory Bird Sanctuaries 
totaling almost 11.5 million hectares of 
terrestrial and marine migratory bird habitat. 

Wildlife research is conducted by the Science 
and Technology Branch within ECCC, and is 
focused on waterfowl and seabird populaƟon 
ecology, repƟles, polar bear, and caribou.  

The Strategic Policy Branch of ECCC 
maintains a leadership role within the 
Department over strategic policy 
development, agenda management, policy 
planning, Indigenous and intergovernmental 
affairs, economic analysis, sustainable 
development strategies and indicators, and 
regional analyses.  

Enforcement of ECCC statutes and regulaƟons 
is performed by Enforcement Branch. 
Enforcement Branch performs compliance 
acƟon, patrols, and invesƟgaƟons under the 
Migratory Birds ConvenƟon Act, Canada 
Wildlife Act, Species at Risk Act, and Wild 
Animal and Plant ProtecƟon and RegulaƟon 
of InternaƟonal and Interprovincial Trade Act. 

ECCC also has regional offices working on 
region-specific issues within the following 
three large regions: West and North, Ontario, 
and AtlanƟc and Quebec. 

Parks Canada also is an arms-length agency 
over which the Minister of ECCC maintains 
oversight. The Canada NaƟonal Parks Act 
(“CNPA”) makes Parks Canada responsible for 
the ecological integrity of all naƟonal parks 
and park reserves and the agency has been 
formally monitoring for ecological integrity 
since 2008 as a result. Various regulaƟons 
under the CNPA specifically set out how 
wildlife are to be managed generally (ex., 
NaƟonal Parks Wildlife RegulaƟons), while 
other regulaƟons add another layer of 
management specific to certain parks (ex., 
Wood Buffalo NaƟonal Park Game 
RegulaƟons). 

Parks Canada also manages 5 marine 
conservaƟon areas established under the 
Canada NaƟonal Marine ConservaƟon Areas 
Act.  

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

The responsibiliƟes of Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada (aka the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans or “DFO”) are largely set out in the 
Fisheries Act.  

The various marine and inland fisheries 
management frameworks applicable under 
the Act are complex and beyond the scope of 
this report but it is worth noƟng that DFO’s 
powers under the Fisheries Act can and 
should be considered as part of the suite of 
tools available to manage broader landscape 
issues and to recover food sources of marine 
mammals of parƟcular interest to CSTWS.  
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DFO is responsible for the management of 
marine mammals in Canada through the 
Fisheries Act. The Marine Mammal 
RegulaƟons passed under the Fisheries Act 
contain parts regulaƟng cetaceans, walrus, 
and seals, in addiƟon to various general 
provisions relaƟng to marine mammal 
management.  

Finally, through the Oceans Act, DFO manages 
Canada’s network of 14 Marine Protected 
Areas, comprising over 350,000 square 
kilometers and the 35 Marine Refuges across 
Canada. 

Natural Resources Canada 

Although the ConsƟtuƟon confers authority 
to the provinces over natural resources in 
most situaƟons, the federal government has 
jurisdicƟon over off-shore resources, trade 
and commerce in natural resources, staƟsƟcs, 
internaƟonal relaƟons, boundaries and 
federal lands. NRCan administers federal 
legislaƟon relaƟng to natural resources, 
including energy, forests, minerals and 
metals.  

NRCan’s Forest Service researches forest fire, 
climate change, forest management and 
silviculture, soils, insects and disease and 
remote sensing. The Forest Service also 
publishes The State of the Forest in 
Canada reports. 

Finally, NRCan collaborates with the U.S. and 
Mexico to produce the North American 
Environmental Atlas that tracks 
environmental issues on a conƟnental basis.  

 

 

Transport Canada 

Transport Canada’s regulaƟon of marine 
shipping, including regulaƟon of ballast water 
and introducƟon of aquaƟc invasive species 
and its work to reduce ship strikes on whales 
may be of parƟcular interest to CSTWS.  

Department of Finance 

Although it does not have a specific mandate 
to regulate or manage wildlife, at Ɵmes it will 
be important to engage with the Department 
of Finance. Unlike the situaƟon in the U.S. 
where much of the funding for wildlife 
management is derived from hunƟng and 
angling license sales and dedicated excise 
taxes through the 1937 PiƩman-Robertson 
Act, funding in Canada is primarily allocated 
to wildlife management agencies from 
general tax revenues. Advocacy efforts will 
therefore necessarily include asks that 
government fund new or expanded programs 
or even simply conƟnue funding programs 
with budgets poised to expire.   

The federal budgetary cycle is explained in 
more detail in the monitoring secƟon of this 
report below. 

Boards, Agencies and Tribunals 

The federal government also has several 
boards, tribunals and other agencies that will 
have decision-making powers that affect 
wildlife, including the Impact Assessment 
Agency of Canada, the Canadian Energy 
Regulator, the InternaƟonal Joint Commission 
and potenƟally, as it builds its body of work, 
the Canada Water Agency. 

From an advocacy perspecƟve, it will be useful 
to create a plan that idenƟfies which federal 
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programs and responsible departments could 
potenƟally be targeted to assist with an issue. 
OŌenƟmes more than one department and 
more than one office within a department will 
have responsibiliƟes over an issue.  
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Brainstorming Federal Agencies with 
ResponsibiliƟes for Caribou   

The recovery of woodland caribou is 
being led under the Species at Risk Act by 
ECCC but depending on the parƟcular 
caribou related issue there are mulƟple 
offices within ECCC that would be worth 
speaking with: Minister’s office, CWS staff 
responsible for caribou, staff at the 
Science and Technology Branch if 
research would be helpful, Strategic 
Policy Branch should policy updates be 
needed, and potenƟally even 
Enforcement Branch if SARA is being 
violated by an acƟvity of concern. 

NRCan, having responsibiliƟes for 
monitoring the state of natural resources 
in Canada, could be helpful if caribou 
research is needed.  

As with many other species at risk, it 
should be assumed that there are 
Indigenous interests in the species, and it 
may also be worth contacƟng Crown-
Indigenous RelaƟons and Northern Affairs 
Canada to determine whether they wish 
to get involved in idenƟfying caribou 
conservaƟon soluƟons that meet the duty 
of the Crown vis-à-vis Indigenous 
Peoples. 
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c. Wildlife Agreements 

 

Beyond the territorial agreements already 
outlined in the jurisdicƟonal secƟon above, 
there are several agreements in place 
between the federal government and the 
provinces and territories relaƟng to wildlife. It 
is anƟcipated that these agreements will be 
added to, change and evolve over Ɵme so it 
will be important to confirm the status of 
these agreements before relying on them. 

Accord for the ProtecƟon of Species at Risk 

In 1999, the federal, provincial and territorial 
ministers responsible for wildlife finalized the 
naƟonal Accord for the ProtecƟon of Species 
at Risk. The goal of the Accord is to prevent 
species in Canada from becoming exƟnct as a 
consequence of human acƟvity. To reach that 
goal, the federal, provincial and territorial 
ministers expressed their commitment to a 
naƟonal approach for the protecƟon of 
species at risk and agreed to coordinate 
acƟviƟes by creaƟng the Canadian 
Endangered Species ConservaƟon Council, 
and also agreed to develop complementary 
legislaƟon, regulaƟons, policies and programs 
to idenƟfy and protect threatened and 
endangered species and their criƟcal habitats.  

The Accord also provided that the provinces, 
territories and federal government were to 
develop legislaƟon and programs that provide 
an independent process for assessing the 
status of species at risk, legally designate 
species as threatened or endangered, legally 
protect the species and habitat, and develop 
recovery plans within a specific periods of 
Ɵme and implement the plans, with 

monitoring, assessment and reporƟng being 
incorporated into the process.  

Since the Accord was concluded, the federal 
Species at Risk Act came into force and many 
provinces and territories have enacted their 
own legislaƟon with some provincial statutes 
being even stronger than the naƟonal statute 
(Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova ScoƟa 
and most territorial legislaƟon for example). 

More recently, nature agreements have been 
concluded by the federal government with 
various provinces, territories and Indigenous 
Peoples. A summary of each is provided 
below. The status of these nature agreements 
could be up in the air with any change in 
government, but it is worth considering how 
they can be maintained or even implemented 
in the event of diminished federal support.  

TriparƟte Framework Agreement on Nature 
ConservaƟon between Canada, BriƟsh 
Columbia, and the First NaƟons Leadership 
Council 

Signed in November 2023, this agreement is 
intended to strengthen nature conservaƟon 
and includes four goals: habitat and 
ecosystem conservaƟon and protecƟon, 
habitat enhancement and restoraƟon, species 
at risk protecƟon and recovery, and 
foundaƟonal knowledge and informaƟon 
sharing. In order to achieve these goals, the 
agreement also contains the following 
objecƟves: 

1. Protect and conserve at least 30 per cent 
of lands and freshwater in B.C. by 2030 

2. Work with First NaƟons to idenƟfy up to 
13,000 km2 of low-elevaƟon, producƟve 
old-growth forest areas to permanently 
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protect in three targeted biogeoclimaƟc 
zones: Coastal Douglas Fir, Coastal 
Western Hemlock, and Interior Cedar 
Hemlock 

3. Create an acƟvely managed, B.C.-wide 
network of connected land through 
measures such as the Parks Canada 
NaƟonal Program for Ecological Corridors 

4. Work with B.C. and First NaƟons to 
recover the populaƟon of spoƩed owls 

5. ConƟnue work in partnership with First 
NaƟons to implement boreal caribou 
conservaƟon measures aligned with the 
federal recovery strategy target of 65 per 
cent undisturbed habitat, including 
restoraƟon for all boreal caribou herds in 
B.C. 

Under the agreement, Canada will contribute 
up to $500 million toward the 
implementaƟon of the agreement and the 
province has commiƩed to matching every 
dollar the federal government contributes.  

Canada–Nova ScoƟa Nature Agreement 

This agreement was signed in October 2023 
and sets out targets and early commitments 
in six key areas: 

1. Increase the amount of protected and 
conserved areas in the province by 
82,500 ha, by March 2026, to increase 
protected areas to almost 15% of the 
province 

2. Create a pathway to the provincial goal of 
20% by 2030, and the federal goal of 30% 
by 2030 

3. SupporƟng the Mi’kmaq of Nova ScoƟa in 
conservaƟon leadership 

4. Species at Risk protecƟon and recovery 

5. FoundaƟonal knowledge and informaƟon 
sharing 

6. Support Canada’s domesƟc and 
internaƟonal biodiversity commitments 
including through the implementaƟon of 
the GBF. 

Canada commiƩed to invesƟng a total of 
$28.5 million to implement the agreement 
and support nature protecƟon and 
conservaƟon in the province.  

Canada–Yukon Nature Agreement 

This agreement, signed in December 2022, 
sets out targets and early commitments in 
five key areas: 

1. Working toward conserving 25 percent of 
the landscape by 2025. 

2. CreaƟng a pathway to 30 percent by 
2030. 

3. SupporƟng Indigenous leadership in 
conservaƟon. 

4. ProtecƟng and recovering species at risk. 

5. Sharing foundaƟonal knowledge and 
informaƟon. 

Some key outcomes of the Agreement are 
intended to include protecƟng or conserving 
an addiƟonal 6 percent of lands in the Yukon 
by 2025, advancing efforts to protect species 
at risk by working closely with Indigenous 
peoples, managing species at risk, including 
northern mountain caribou and grizzly bear, 
and increasing knowledge collecƟon and data 
sharing. Canada commiƩed to invesƟng $20.6 
million to implement the agreement. 

Agreement with Newfoundland and 
Labrador 
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Although this is not a formal wriƩen 
agreement similar to the three above, Canada 
and Newfoundland and Labrador have 
commiƩed to accelerate the creaƟon of new  

protected areas in the province. In 
recogniƟon of the importance of biodiversity 
and nature conservaƟon efforts that can 
support broader environmental goals and 
climate change resiliency, the two 
governments agreed to work together to: 

1. Establish Eagle River Watershed 
protected area, in consultaƟon with 
Indigenous communiƟes, by 2025. 

2. NegoƟate a memorandum of 
understanding by the end of 2022 (it was 
signed on June 23, 2023) to assess the  

 

feasibility of a South Coast Fjords naƟonal 
marine conservaƟon area and consider an 
adjacent naƟonal park in the Burgeo 
region. 

3. Agree to advance marine conservaƟon 
opportuniƟes on the Labrador Coast in 
partnership with Labrador Indigenous 
communiƟes. 

The two governments also agreed to 
invesƟgate in the idenƟficaƟon of addiƟonal 
naƟonal marine conservaƟon areas, naƟonal 
wildlife areas, naƟonal parks, and Fisheries 
and Oceans–led marine conservaƟon areas in 
Newfoundland and Labrador. 

  
 

©Dave Hutchison/stock.adobe.com 
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Other Agreements and Venues of 
InterjurisdicƟonal CollaboraƟon 

Canada and the provinces and territories 
have concluded various agreements under 
the Species at Risk Act for the recovery of 
specific species as well: Canada-Alberta 
conservaƟon agreement for the Wabasca and 
Ronald Lake Bison Herds: In support of Wood 
Bison recovery in Alberta; Southern Mountain 
Caribou in BriƟsh Columbia: bilateral 
conservaƟon agreement between Canada and 
BriƟsh Columbia; and the separate 
conservaƟon agreements for woodland 
caribou in Labrador, Yukon, Quebec, 
Saskatchewan and the Northwest Territories.  

Beyond formal agreements, there are venues 
where the provincial, territorial and federal 
governments have historically engaged in 
conversaƟons about wildlife and conservaƟon 
issues. For example, the Canadian Council on 
Ministers of the Environment (CCME) could 
be a key collaboraƟon to monitor for joint 
announcements and commitments as there 
are typically very few opportuniƟes for non-
governmental organizaƟons to engage 
directly in the conversaƟons of this group. 

There are likely more opportuniƟes available 
to engage with the naƟonal collaboraƟon on 
wildlife and biodiversity management under 
the auspices of the Canadian Wildlife 
Directors CommiƩee (CWDC), which is 
composed of the wildlife directors and agency 
leads represenƟng the jurisdicƟons/agencies 
(13 Provinces and Territories along with 
Environment and Climate Change Canada, 
Parks Canada, and Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada) with responsibility for wildlife 
conservaƟon in Canada.  

The CWDC is a collegial partnership that 
provides leadership and facilitates 
harmonizaƟon in the development and co-
ordinaƟon of policies, strategies, programs 
and acƟviƟes that address wildlife and habitat 
issues of naƟonal concern and contribute to 
the conservaƟon of biodiversity. The CWDC 
works to find ways to proacƟvely engage and 
influence the broad suite of programs and 
policies that relate to wildlife and their 
supporƟng habitats and oŌen requests 
presentaƟons from professionals involved in 
wildlife research and management. 

InternaƟonal Commitments 

It is also worth noƟng that Canada has made 
mulƟple wildlife and/or biodiversity 
commitments internaƟonally. There are likely 
opportuniƟes for provincial and federal 
implementaƟon efforts and opportuniƟes for 
collaboraƟon on implemenƟng these 
commitments.  

For example, the Global Biodiversity Framework 
(GBF) concluded in Montreal in December 2022 
during the 15th Conference of the ParƟes to the 
ConvenƟon on Biological Diversity has led to a 
federal commitment to protect 30% of Canada’s 
lands and waters by 2030 (30 by 30 targets). 
Several provincial governments have mirrored 
these commitments following the GBF being 
announced, including, to varying degrees, 
Saskatchewan, BriƟsh Columbia, Prince Edward 
Island, Nova ScoƟa, the Northwest Territories, 
Ontario and Manitoba. Importantly, Manitoba’s 
current government commiƩed to 30 by 30 in 
its 2023 elecƟon plaƞorm. 
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d.  Monitoring Government for 
Engagement OpportuniƟes 

 

There are a mulƟtude of formal processes of 
government that are publicly accessible and 
available to monitoring to help inform advocacy 
plans and to idenƟfy opportuniƟes to engage 
government directly. 

i. ElecƟon Plaƞorms 

ElecƟon plaƞorms are key to idenƟfying 
where governments intend to go broadly 
during their mandates. Being able to 
influence a plaƞorm prior to an elecƟon is 
highly recommended as campaigning to help 
a government implement a promise is oŌen 
more straighƞorward than convincing 
government mid-mandate that policy reform 
and/or new budgetary commitments are 
necessary. 

ii. Mandate LeƩers 

Ministerial mandate leƩers are issued by the 
Prime Minister when Ministers are 
appointed and contain the items a Minister 
is expected to accomplish during their tenure. 
These leƩers afford a great opportunity to 
reach out to and begin engaging with 
Ministers. Groups will oŌen write to a 
Minister when they are appointed to 
congratulate them on their assignment and to 
offer assistance or suggesƟons. CSTWS may 
wish to consider the mandate leƩers as one 
input as it chooses prioriƟes. A priority will 
likely be more achievable in the short term if 
it is also a government priority for example. 

 

iii. Passage of LegislaƟon in Parliament 

Parliament consists of two houses: the House 
of Commons and the Senate. Passage of bills 
in both houses is necessary for draŌ 
legislaƟon to become law.  

The Senate retains the power to reject bills 
passed by the House of Commons. The 
Members of the Senate have the ability to 
introduce bills but that typically occurs far 
less frequently than the introducƟon of bills 
in the House.  There are two groups of 
senators: those appointed by the Liberals 
who have now become ‘independent’ and 
those appointed by the ConservaƟves who sit 
as ConservaƟve senators. ConservaƟve 
senators aƩend ConservaƟve caucus 
meeƟngs while the independent senators do 
not aƩend Liberal caucus meeƟngs. The 
Senate has some similar processes to the 
House with various standing commiƩees 
where CSTWS can seek to provide helpful 
tesƟmony and propose amendments to bills 
under consideraƟon.  

Before a bill passes in the House it must be 
subject to three readings. AŌer a Bill has 
passed second reading it is usually referred to 
a standing commiƩee of the House of 
Commons or a Special CommiƩee or to a 
CommiƩee of the Whole (comprised of all 
Members) for a more detailed examinaƟon. 
CommiƩees oŌen review a bill in detail and, 
aŌer hearing tesƟmony, propose 
amendments to the bill which would then be 
considered by the House at third reading. It is 
at the commiƩee stage that members of 
the public can request to speak on a bill and 
provide suggesƟons for improvement through 
tesƟmony.  
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To speak at a commiƩee, ideally CSTWS 
would contact the commiƩee clerk by email 
and request to appear. A list of people and 
organizaƟons requesƟng to appear would 
then be put to commiƩee members who 
would choose from the list of people to 
provide tesƟmony. As a result, CSTWS should 
also seek to idenƟfy ‘friendly’ members of the 
commiƩee who would be willing to ask that 
CSTWS appear. IdenƟficaƟon of which 
members may be friendly will probably 
require some research into their party and 
individual posiƟons on a parƟcular issue and 
some direct conversaƟons with the members. 
Providing a friendly member of the 
commiƩee with a briefing prior to commiƩee 
hearings and a potenƟal list of quesƟons that 
could be asked is oŌen helpful for busy 
commiƩee members.  

Email contacts for the clerk of each 
commiƩee are available on commiƩee 
websites and a link is provided to the 
commiƩee lists in Appendix B to this report. 

The business of specific standing commiƩees 
of Parliament can also be specifically 
monitored for opportuniƟes to engage and 
affect recommendaƟons to government that 
would be contained in their reports. For 
example, if the House Standing CommiƩee on 
Fisheries and Oceans (FOPO) were preparing 
a report on how to beƩer manage whale 
recovery or marine protected areas, it could 
be worth reaching out to offer up tesƟmony 
in the manner described above. Or if the 
House Standing CommiƩee on the 
Environment and Sustainable Development 
(ENVI) were to be conducƟng a study on 
species at risk, parks or other aspects of 
wildlife management, again it could be worth 

reaching out to the commiƩee members in an 
effort to influence recommendaƟons.  

  

Brainstorming Avian Flu 
 
Avian flu and other zoonoƟc diseases have been 
idenƟfied as a potenƟal priority by CSTWS. In 
developing a suite of proposed changes, it will be 
necessary to work with other organizaƟons already 
focused on zoonoƟc disease and coordinate acƟviƟes. 
Assuming that CSTWS will then have a suite of acƟons 
idenƟfied to help thwart Avian flu spread, the quesƟon 
then becomes how it will work to have these acƟons 
implemented federally.  
 
The first quesƟon to ask is where the proposed acƟons 
would sit in the spectrum of statute, regulaƟon, policy 
or program change, with statutory change typically 
being a more complicated and lengthy process than a 
shiŌ or addiƟon to an exisƟng program. 
 
The second quesƟon to consider is who CSTWS should 
talk to in government. There are a mulƟtude of 
potenƟal government agencies that could be engaged 
to address Avian flu, including the Canadian Food 
InspecƟon Agency within Health Canada that is focused 
on the spread of zoonoƟc disease from wild birds to 
poultry and humans, but also Environment and Climate 
Change Canada that has been tracking the effects of 
climate change on the spread of zoonoƟc disease. It 
would probably be worth engaging with both of these 
departments as part of advocacy as a result and 
possibly finance and other departments to ensure that 
funding is made available for any new or expanded 
program.  
 
The third quesƟon is what other advocacy tools are 
available to engage with the federal government. There 
are likely periodic studies in the House and Senate 
where recommendaƟons could be made about Avian flu 
responses. There are also staff in government at both 
the poliƟcal and bureaucraƟc level looking into the 
issue and who may be helpful allies. In an effort to spur 
faster progress on the issue, there are mechanisms 
available to create pressure, including Environmental 
Commissioner peƟƟons and even the media. 
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Specific legislaƟon also contains mandatory 
review that usually takes place in commiƩees. 
For example, both the Fisheries Act and the 
Canadian Environmental ProtecƟon Act are 
subject to a period of review by Parliament 
every 5 years. These reviews provide 
excellent opportuniƟes to prepare 
submissions in advance and to organize and 
plan submissions to government.   

iv. Budgets and the Fiscal Cycle 

The federal financial cycle begins on April 1 
and ends on March 31 annually. This annual 
fiscal cycle consists of pre-budget, annual 
budget, and post-fiscal year processes that 
are detailed in the figure opposite. 

The procedures for establishing new and 
ongoing taxaƟon as part of the budget 
process (oŌen referred to as the business of 
ways and means) have been excluded here as 
it is anƟcipated that budget expenditure will 
be most relevant to CSTWS’s advocacy work. 

The Business of Supply 

The business of supply is the process by 
which the government submits its projected 
annual expenditures for parliamentary 
approval. It includes consideraƟon of the 
main and supplementary esƟmates, interim 
supply (i.e. securing program budget before 
the full budget is approved), moƟons include 
addiƟonal items in the esƟmates, 
appropriaƟon bills, and other related 
moƟons. 

Typically, every year the federal government 
introduces a draŌ budget in March or April 
and the budget is usually approved by June. 
OŌen government also issues fall economic 
statements as a mid-fiscal update that may or 

may not involve adjustments to the budget 
and an addiƟonal budget bill. LegislaƟve 
changes needed to support the 
implementaƟon of budget announcements 
are oŌen contained in budget 
implementaƟon acts. 

The pre-budget processes in parƟcular, 
including the department budget planning 
and the Finance CommiƩee pre-budget 
consultaƟons, afford opportuniƟes to 
advocate for necessary funding to support 
the maintenance of programs and the 
establishment of new programs for wildlife.  

 
     From hƩps://www.ourcommons.ca/procedure 
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Finance CommiƩee Pre-budget       
ConsultaƟons 

In the fall, the House of Commons Standing 
CommiƩee on Finance holds pre-budget 
consultaƟons seeking public input on 
recommendaƟons it should make to the 
Minister of Finance for the government’s 
upcoming budget. 

Departmental Plans 

Federal departments prepare pre-budget 
requests annually that set out the budgetary 
resources needed to achieve certain 
objecƟves. These requests set out the human 
and financial resources allocated to each 
program and sub program. This process 
involves discussions between departments 
and Finance about budget requests.  

OrganizaƟons oŌen engage in the budgetary 
process at the pre-budget consultaƟon and 
departmental planning stages and also with 
the Department of Finance with whom 
responsible departments collaborate and 
consult to develop and obtain allocaƟons for 
program budget. Finance will not necessarily 
include the enƟrety of a department’s 
request in the next budget. As a result, 
advocacy efforts can be helpful at this stage 
to ensure important programs are maintained 
or new ones are funded. 

Budget Speech 

The budget speech is the presentaƟon made 
in the House by the Minister of Finance 
introducing the government’s plans 
concerning fiscal, economic and social policy 
(the budget). 

 

Budget Debate 

A debate is held in the House on a moƟon to 
approve the government’s budgetary policy. 
The moƟon is moved by the Minister of 
Finance at the beginning of the presentaƟon 
of the budget speech and the House votes on 
the moƟon.  

The budget speech and moƟon are 
opportuniƟes to make public statements 
either congratulaƟng or criƟcizing 
government for their support or lack thereof 
for a given program. 

v. Auditor General and Environment 
Commissioner 

Beyond the various machinaƟons of 
Parliament, there are at least two important 
offices that report to Parliament directly and 
that have avenues by which CSTWS can 
access for advocacy purposes. The first is the 
Auditor General of Canada, while the second, 
housed within the Auditor General’s offices, is 
the Commissioner of the Environment and 
Sustainable Development (Environment 
Commissioner). Both act as officers to 
Parliament with the former tasked with 
assessing the operaƟons of the federal and 
territorial governments and providing 
Parliament with value for money audits and 
stewardship of public funds audits, while the 
Commissioner provides independent analyses 
and recommendaƟons to Parliament on the 
federal government’s efforts to protect the 
environment, miƟgate the effects of climate 
change, and foster sustainable development.  

The Environment Commissioner’s office 
would be a parƟcularly helpful agency to 
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provide input to and request that specific 
issues be invesƟgated for response by the 
government through formal peƟƟons or more 
informal engagement such as requesƟng to 
meet with the Commissioner or their staff to 
make suggesƟons on what they could be 
invesƟgaƟng as part of their annual reports to 
Parliament. 

e.  Leveraging CSTWS Structures and 
Working with TWS  
 

CSTWS has indicated that it will likely begin its 
advocacy work by hiring someone who will 
work approximately half Ɵme. This is fairly 
limited in terms of resources, and it is 
recommended that supplemental resources 
be found amongst the membership and other 
organizaƟonal structures to support 
advocacy: the ConservaƟon Affairs 
CommiƩee and the TWS ConservaƟon Affairs 
Network for example.  

CSTWS appears to have robust member 
engagement processes, including newsleƩers, 
working groups and regular meeƟngs. It is 
recommended that these be leveraged to 
help idenƟfy advocacy prioriƟes, idenƟfy 
experts and champions willing to help move 
prioriƟes forward, and idenƟfy members that 
have Ɵes to government that can help open 
doors and make introducƟons.  

As for a process of choosing prioriƟes, one 
approach for CSTWS would be similar to 
that of TWS where chapters and CSTWS 
Standing CommiƩee on wildlife 
conservaƟon issues are solicited for 
potenƟal prioriƟes related to federal 
policies, provincial-federal agreements and 
wildlife professionals and then 

organizaƟonal units rank the accumulated 
final list with the final set of prioriƟes being 
subject to board approval.  

Updates on advocacy efforts could then be 
sent regularly to members along with any 
requests for engagement. As there is broad 
experƟse amongst members, it would be a 
shame to miss opportuniƟes for members to 
engage in advocacy directly or at least to 
support advocacy efforts.  

One criterion for choosing prioriƟes could and 
probably should be whether there are expert 
members who are available to advise and 
support the person engaged to conduct 
advocacy directly for CSTWS. Without this 
support it is likely that CSTWS’s greatest 
strength, the knowledge of its membership, 
would be missing from advocacy efforts. 

TWS staff in the U.S. have advised that they are 
currently rebuilding advocacy capacity from 
scratch and are also in the process of choosing 
TWS prioriƟes that will be worked on over the 
next several years. There are likely opportuniƟes 
for CSTWS and TWS to collaborate on building 
their respecƟve capacity while also coordinaƟng 
on cross-border or shared prioriƟes in future.  

The ConservaƟon Affairs Network (CAN) could 
be a venue for sharing informaƟon, coordinaƟng 
some work and planning other aspects of 
advocacy in a cross-border context. 

Given the capaciƟes of both organizaƟons 
currently, a first step for increasing collaboraƟve 
engagement would be through informaƟon 
sharing and communicaƟons. Currently no 
Canadian policy headlines are included in the 
monthly CAN newsleƩers. TWS has offered to 
integrate Canadian content into the newsleƩers 
if CSTWS is able to provide content and updates 
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regularly. TWS has a strong communicaƟons 
program and has indicated that support for 
news coverage and communicaƟons on related 
to Canadian policy issues could be possible if 
CSTWS would find that helpful. 

CSTWS and TWS could also collaborate on 
idenƟfying prioriƟes for advocacy efforts every 
two years in the fall which would coincide with 
biannual U.S. elecƟons.  

It is anƟcipated that having a binaƟonal 
advocacy plan in place would also be very 
palatable to potenƟal funders in the coming 
years who will be looking to organizaƟons with a 
vision and capacity to work both sides of the 
border.   

It is recommended that CSTWS work with 
TWS to consider whether there are 
opportuniƟes to leverage the funding and 
policy soluƟons being applied in the U.S. to 
aid in advocacy efforts by highlighƟng cross-
border wildlife management dispariƟes or the 
need for a coordinated response to wildlife 
management as many wildlife species uƟlize 
habitat on both sides of the border.  

AddiƟonally, the federal government has 
been sensiƟve to the issue of cross-border 
dispariƟes and has responded with funding 
and programming commitments in response 
(ex. Great Lakes restoraƟon). 

  



25  

f. Choosing PrioriƟes  

 

This report is not intended to advise on what 
CSTWS prioriƟes should be but rather, provide 
advice on some potenƟal consideraƟons when 
seƫng prioriƟes.  

The secƟons above have already provided 
advice on engaging like-minded organizaƟons 
and potenƟal partners, CSTWS members and 
TWS. It has also provided situaƟonal 
consideraƟons in choosing prioriƟes, such as 
whether a priority is achievable in the short 
term in consideraƟon of government 
prioriƟes (ex. elecƟon plaƞorms and mandate 
leƩers).  

When prioriƟes are either chosen or there 
are challenges in narrowing down a list to a 
manageable size, some find it helpful to 
engage in an analysis where proposed work is 
assessed against strengths, weaknesses, 
opportuniƟes, threats and constraints (SWOT-
C) to refine priority lists and develop a plan to 
leverage strengths, improve weaknesses, 
capitalize on opportuniƟes, and reduce 
threats.  

Although there are many other campaign 
planning tools available, this SWOT-C analysis 
provides an effecƟve framework for 
organizing and synthesizing informaƟon. The 
process oŌen helps to idenƟfy issues or blind 
spots that may have to be addressed.  

A plan resulƟng from such an analysis can 
include strategies for campaign messaging, 
targeted outreach, fundraising, or threat 
management. 

An example related to migratory birds is 
provided in the discussion box opposite. 

Example SWOT-C on Migratory Birds ProtecƟon  
 
Strengths 
-clear federal jurisdicƟon to manage migratory 
birds 
-new Court case directed ECCC to take a more 
acƟve role in managing threats to migratory birds 
through SARA 
- many organizaƟons to partner with on this issue 
including Western Canada Wilderness CommiƩee, 
Birds Canada, Ducks Unlimited, etc. 
-science of bird populaƟon declines is fairly clear 
and habitat loss and habitat degradaƟon needs to 
be addressed  
 
Weaknesses 
- habitat ranges of many species are on provincial 
land so federal-provincial cooperaƟon probably 
needed on some level 
 
OpportuniƟes 
-new Court case creates opening to advocate for 
improvements 
-federal government and many provinces have 
commiƩed to 30 by 30 which could be leveraged 
for habitat protecƟon for birds 
- local, regional and naƟonal hunƟng groups would 
likely be supporƟve of efforts to increase certain 
migratory bird populaƟons 
 
Threats 
-the provinces and businesses are likely to push 
back against any constraints on extracƟve 
industries 
-some provinces and industries likely to oppose 
increased protecƟon for migratory birds on 
provincial lands 
 
Constraints 
- Migratory bird regulaƟons were updated in 2022 
so unlikely that ECCC will want to revise these 
again soon 
-funding for new or improved ECCC programs is 
unlikely for the foreseeable future 
- CSTWS has limited resources so assessment 
needed to determine whether a regional or 
species-specific approach may be more achievable 
from advocacy and monitoring perspecƟves 
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g. Advocacy Partners & CoaliƟon 
Building 

 

It is generally beneficial to work in coaliƟons 
as part of advocacy to share ideas, 
collaborate on engagement, leverage the 
strengths of various members and to build 
greater momentum and pressure on a specific 
issue. There are many other organizaƟons in 
Canada working at the federal level that have 
a deep history and understanding of wildlife 
advocacy. Amongst these groups are the 
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, 
Nature Canada, the World Wildlife Fund, the 
Wildlife ConservaƟon Society, the Canadian 
Wildlife FederaƟon, the Nature Conservancy 
Canada, and Ducks Unlimited. These 
organizaƟon, with many others, have 
historically organized around specific issues 
and prioriƟes to advocate for change.  

When CSTWS begins its advocacy work, it 
would be beneficial to begin connecƟng with 
individuals with these groups to determine 
what their prioriƟes are and begin 
collaboraƟve efforts where there are common 
prioriƟes.  

Once CSTWS has chosen prioriƟes, it will 
become clear who the organizaƟon should 
begin partnering with as a quick scan of the 
websites and communicaƟons and media 
work of the organizaƟons listed above will 
idenƟfy who is already working on an issue, 
who has secured some advocacy wins for 
wildlife and who is already partnered with 
other important allies. ConversaƟons with 
those organizaƟons will then undoubtedly 
lead to the idenƟficaƟon of other potenƟal 
partners. 

It is also important to consider the party in 
power at any given Ɵme in determining both 
who to partner with but also how to engage 
in advocacy. It will be important to assess 
what the government prioriƟes are and to 
assess which groups are most likely to have 
access to that parƟcular government.  

CSTWS should consider diversifying its 
partners to ensure that it will have the ability 
to work with any party that forms 
government.  

It is also oŌen important to work with 
organizaƟons with offices or a presence in 
Quebec in order to ensure that a 
Francophone voice is part of your work. At 
the very least, having a French-speaking 
member of a coaliƟon will be important when 
working on a naƟonal issue as the first 
language of many members of Parliament is 
French. 

Indigenous organizaƟons must also be 
partners in any work that may impact their 
interests. It will be important for CSTWS to 
build relaƟonships with naƟonal or 
subnaƟonal Indigenous organizaƟons working 
directly on wildlife management issues. For 
example, connecƟng with staff working on 
aspects of wildlife management and species 
at risk at the Assembly of First NaƟons, the 
various regional MéƟs governments, and Inuit 
Tapiriit Kanatami to learn about their work 
and prioriƟes and to determine if there are 
any opportuniƟes to collaborate will be very 
important.  

Partnering with and engaging in discussions 
with varied organizaƟons will also help meet 
strategic plan objecƟve of ensuring that 
prioriƟes are not only chosen but also 
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implemented in consideraƟon of a diversity of 
perspecƟves. 

In consideraƟon of CSTWS’s limited resources, 
it is recommended that exisƟng coaliƟons be 
leveraged to help with CSTWS prioriƟes. 
Many of the organizaƟons listed at the 
beginning of this secƟon are members of the 
Green Budget CoaliƟon (GBC). The purpose of 
the GBC is to provide advice to government 
on funding prioriƟes for environmental 
protecƟon coinciding with the annual budget 
cycle.  

Although it is unlikely CSTWS could become a 
member of the GBC at this Ɵme given that 
many other conservaƟon organizaƟons are 
already members, any of these conservaƟon 
members will likely be willing to propose that 
CSTWS prioriƟes be championed considered 
by the GBC in its annual budget 
recommendaƟons and submissions to 
government. CSTWS should contact the GBC 
lead (currently Andrew Van Iterson with 
Nature Canada) to ask which groups and 
people are leading the development of 
wildlife-related prioriƟes for the budget 
recommendaƟons and then speak with these 
people to ask that CSTWS prioriƟes be 
brought forward in the GBC document. 
Engaging this effecƟve coaliƟon in this 
manner will be a good opportunity to create 
connecƟons, learn what others are working 
on and start collaboraƟng on joint prioriƟes 
even outside of the budget cycle. 

  

Case Study: CEPA Reform 

A 5-year review of the Canadian Environmental ProtecƟon 
Act was conducted by the Standing CommiƩee on 
Environment and Sustainable Development between 2016 
and 2018, leading to the 2023 legislaƟon, Strengthening 
Environmental ProtecƟon for a Healthier Canada Act (Bill 
S-5) amending CEPA as follows: (1) requiring the 
government to respect a right to a healthy environment, 
(2) the creaƟon of a publicly available “Watch List” of 
substances determined to be capable of becoming toxic, 
(3) direcƟng Ministers to develop a new plan of chemical 
management prioriƟes to manage toxic substances of 
highest risk and (4) a plan to replace, reduce or refine the 
use of vertebrate animal tesƟng when assessing the 
potenƟal harms that substances may pose to human 
health and the environment.  

These amendments were made possible by organized 
advocacy by a broad spectrum of organizaƟons, including 
a large number of NGOs, legal experts, health experts and 
others coordinaƟng efforts by sharing submissions in 
advance, trying to coordinate who would stress issues in 
oral submissions and organizing to respond to pushback 
by industry and others. Many submissions made to 
government relied on successful approaches to chemical 
management and human rights found in other 
jurisdicƟons and many organizaƟons stressed similar 
prioriƟes to ensure that key issues were addressed.  

Groups worked to convince both government staff and 
poliƟcians that these changes were necessary through a 
large number of meeƟngs and also engaged in public 
educaƟon and media work over many years to ensure the 
amendments were introduced. Although not every 
recommended reform was adopted, these were the most 
significant amendments to CEPA In over 20 years. 

Many of these same groups conƟnue to work on the 
implementaƟon of these amendments by conƟnuing to 
engage with government and tracking progress. 
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h. Internal Capacity Building to 
Support Advocacy 

 

This secƟon touches briefly on some 
addiƟonal maƩers to consider in building 
CSTWS capacity to engage in advocacy. From 
the various discussions held with CSTWS, it is 
clear that organizaƟonal capacity (human 
resources and funding) to carry out advocacy 
and technical capacity (skills, knowledge and 
best pracƟces) are currently the main areas of 
interest for CSTWS. 

In terms of organizaƟonal capacity, it is clear 
that CSTWS needs to increase its staff 
capacity to properly engage in advocacy. It is 
not necessary to hire a large team to do 
effecƟve advocacy. With approximately 3 
prioriƟes to work on iniƟally, it is possible 
that a staff member could make good 
progress half Ɵme.  

There are alternaƟves to hiring a staff 
member, including the use of contractors or 
volunteers. But most NGOs that engage in 
advocacy have staff working on issues and 
hire contractors or engage volunteers to assist 
with advocacy work on specific issues and 
with specific tasks.  

It is unlikely that the Board or a CommiƩee 
will be able to funcƟon as the primary 
organizaƟonal advocacy point of contact with 
government and partners. Advocacy work 
rouƟnely requires organizaƟons to provide 
quick responses to inquiries and it is doubƞul 
a volunteer board or commiƩee member will 
be able to pivot and respond as quickly as 
may be needed. It is also doubƞul that board 

Case Study: Seal Watershed ProtecƟon 

Sayisi Dene First NaƟon is leading an iniƟaƟve to 
protect the enƟrety of the 50,000 km2 Seal River 
watershed from industrial acƟvity in partnership 
with its neighbours, Northlands Denesuline First 
NaƟon, Barren Lands First NaƟon and O-Pipon-
Na-Piwin Cree NaƟon.  

The Qamanirjuaq caribou herd winter in the 
watershed with the latest esƟmate that the herd 
consists of 288,200 animals. The area is also 
recognized as an Important Bird Area. 

First NaƟons have partnered with various other 
organizaƟons to support the creaƟon of an 
Indigenous Protected Area recognized through 
Manitoba legislaƟon. The Indigenous Leadership 
IniƟaƟve, Land Needs Guardians and CPAWS 
Manitoba have partnered with First NaƟons to 
assist with the project forming the Seal Water 
Alliance, while various other organizaƟons have 
helped by providing support at various junctures. 

Although the Seal Watershed is not yet 
protected, interim protecƟon was secured in 
January 2024 to allow planning to occur. It is 
anƟcipated that the region will be recognized 
under provincial law as an Indigenous Protected 
area in the coming years.  

Key to success has been the hard work and 
ongoing advocacy by the Alliance, the historic 
2023 commitment by the provincial government 
to protect 30 per cent of the province by 2030, 
support at both the provincial and federal levels 
for the planning process and funding obtained 
from various sources to support the Alliance’s 
efforts. It is also beneficial that no industrial 
tenure (forestry or mining) exists in the 
watershed that could complicate planning and 
protecƟon efforts as they progress.   

 



29  

and commiƩee members will be able to 
commit to advocacy work half Ɵme or more. 

Assuming CSTWS increases its staff to assist 
with advocacy, this individual will need the 
support and assistance of the Board, 
CommiƩees, members and possibly 
contractors to assist at specific points of Ɵme. 
Ideally the ExecuƟve Director would also 
collaborate in advocacy efforts with any new 
staff and possibly even be the public 
spokesperson on specific priority issues. 

Face-to-face meeƟngs with poliƟcians and 
partners will be an essenƟal part of advocacy 
work. CSTWS should consider either hiring 
staff located in OƩawa or budgeƟng to allow 
for travel to OƩawa to ensure meeƟngs can 
be carried out with partners and government 
to advance prioriƟes.  

It is also highly recommended that the people 
engaging in advocacy for CSTWS are able to 
commit to the work for several years as the 
bulk of advocacy involves relaƟonship 
building with partners, government staff and 
poliƟcians, media and others. Having people 
turnover regularly can be an impediment to 
impacƞul advocacy. 

It is highly recommended that grant 
opportuniƟes be idenƟfied that can assist 
with general capacity building at CSTWS. 
There are many foundaƟons that are willing 
to assist small organizaƟons build a solid 
foundaƟon for future work (up to date 
funding opportuniƟes are available through 
Environment Funders Canada). For example, a 
grant could be sought to hire staff to help 
lead the organizaƟon’s iniƟal priority 
idenƟficaƟon process, build some internal 

communicaƟons structure around advocacy 
and to begin outreach to potenƟal partners. 

With regard to technical capacity, there are 
various organizaƟons offering resources to 
help with NGO capacity building. For 
example, both the Canadian Environment 
Network (RCEN) and the Sustainability 
Network offer venues and programs that will 
assist CSTWS increase its skills, knowledge 
and overall capacity to engage in meaningful 
advocacy. The various learning opportuniƟes 
provided by the Sustainability Network in 
parƟcular can be invaluable. Working with 
these organizaƟons will also create 
opportuniƟes to connect with other 
organizaƟons with similar interests and 
conƟnue to grow a list of potenƟal partners 
for future work.  
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i. Professional CerƟficaƟon in the 
Advocacy Context 

 

CSTWS has requested recommendaƟons for 
potenƟal models for leveraging and 
implemenƟng the TWS cerƟficaƟon framework 
for wildlife biologists in Canada. This quesƟon 
is very broad and beyond the scope of a report 
focused on advocacy. It is also beyond the 
experƟse of the author of this report. The 
quesƟon has therefore been approached with a 
view to providing advice on the importance of 
professional cerƟficaƟon in the realm of 
engaging in advocacy. Beyond the advocacy 
context, CSTWS may find professional 
cerƟficaƟon valuable to foster beƩer linkages 
internaƟonally, and with other professional 
groups, including engineers and foresters, with 
whom CSTWS may seek to collaborate. 

Although there are some jurisdicƟons in 
Canada where professional cerƟficaƟon is  

 

probably an expectaƟon for anyone claiming 
professional credenƟals and making 
recommendaƟons in that capacity to 
government (biologists in Alberta and BriƟsh 
Columbia and professional engineers in most 
provinces for example), there are no such 
expectaƟons specifically at the federal level.  

Although obtaining professional cerƟficaƟon 
as a wildlife biologist through TWS is not a 
prerequisite for members of the organizaƟon 
or the organizaƟon itself to engage in 
persuasive and impacƞul advocacy pertaining 
to wildlife management federally, the TWS 
cerƟficaƟon process will be beneficial in 
demonstraƟng that CSTWS is a professional 
organizaƟon whose advice should be trusted 
and given full consideraƟon by government 
policy-makers.  

As menƟoned above, it is recommended that 
the experƟse of CSTWS members should be 
leveraged as part of advocacy acƟviƟes.    
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CONCLUSIONS & 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. Wildlife management is not specifically 
menƟoned in either the ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1867 
or the ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1982. In contrast, the 
regulaƟon of natural resources is assigned to 
the provinces while fisheries (including marine 
mammals) are a responsibility assigned to the 
federal government. Although the provinces 
have jurisdicƟon over natural resources, which 
touches on many aspects of wildlife 
management, the federal government retains 
significant responsibility over aspects of wildlife 
management including migratory birds, species 
at risk, and wildlife on designated federal lands.  

2. As the lines of jurisdicƟon are blurry between 
the provinces and federal government, from an 
advocacy perspecƟve it is oŌen wise to 
coordinate efforts at the provincial and federal 
levels in the hopes that one of the other, or 
ideally both, will take acƟon to address an issue. 
It is appropriate that CSTWS dedicate Ɵme and 
resources to begin a more focused advocacy 
program at the federal level as a result.  

3. No legal impediments exist that would 
preclude CSTWS from engaging in advocacy at 
the federal level but there are constraints and 
procedures applicable that can be summarized 
as follows:  

a. CSTWS will have to ensure that advocacy 
undertaken is aligned with its charitable 
purpose described in documents filed with 
Revenue Canada. An update to CSTWS’s 
charitable purpose to include advocacy is 
necessary to provide clarity in this regard.   

b. CSTWS cannot devote any part of its 
resources to the direct or indirect support of, or 

opposiƟon to, a poliƟcal party or candidate for 
public office (i.e. sƟck to the issues and avoid 
parƟsan poliƟcs).  

c. Any CSTWS employee or contractor engaged 
in lobbying government officials will need to 
register as a lobbyist and report acƟviƟes to the 
lobbyist registry (volunteers do not need to 
report).  

d. CSTWS can engage in advocacy during 
elecƟons but will need to carefully craŌ 
messages and work to ensure that it does not 
appear to support or oppose a specific party or 
candidate.  

4. CSTWS has a unique experƟse beyond a 
typical charity working on wildlife conservaƟon 
in Canada and there is a significant opportunity 
for CSTWS to contribute to posiƟve outcomes 
for wildlife naƟonally. CSTWS’s unique “value 
set” should be leveraged and highlighted both 
within the conservaƟon community and with 
government officials and decision-makers to 
ensure CSTWS becomes known as an 
organizaƟon that can be relied upon for 
soluƟons. Once this trust is established it will 
become much easier to engage in advocacy and 
to also, as CSTWS’s resources are limited, 
leverage aligned partners to collaborate to 
achieve CSTWS’s goals. 

5. The Green Budget CoaliƟon would typically 
be an ideal point to start advocacy work 
federally. The GBC has members engaged in 
wildlife conservaƟon already and there are 
opportuniƟes to feed suggesƟons to the GBC 
directly through these organizaƟons rather than 
aƩempƟng to become a member directly. 
Engaging at this level will save resources but 
also, importantly, allow CSTWS to develop its 
own unique idenƟty and relaƟonships with 
government decision makers outside of this 
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coaliƟon. Direct membership in the GBC could 
be pursued in future if it is viewed as necessary 
to CSTWS’s work. 

6. Although the GBC will be a good point of 
iniƟal engagement, CSTWS should engage with 
and collaborate with a variety of organizaƟons 
to ensure it is able to work with any party that 
forms government. 

7. Engaging directly with departmental staff is as 
important as discussions with ministers and 
their poliƟcal staff. Engaging with departmental 
staff and finding internal champions on an issue 
is oŌen essenƟal to success. Regular meeƟngs 
with department staff responsible for an issue is 
crucial as they oŌen maintain carriage of issues 
beyond cabinet shuffles and elecƟons and will 
be responsible for informing poliƟcal staff and 
ministers on issues of importance.  

8. The Canadian Wildlife Directors CommiƩee 
(CWDC) is composed of the wildlife directors 
and agency leads responsibility for wildlife 
conservaƟon in Canada, including the 13 
provinces and territories, Environment and 
Climate Change Canada, Parks Canada, and 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada. Although CSTWS 
already has Ɵes to this organizaƟon, 
relaƟonships could be strengthened. The 
CWDC’s naƟonal collaboraƟon on wildlife and 
biodiversity management (and similar working 
groups as they are created and evolve) would be 
one venue CSTWS could seek to engage and 
influence agenda topics and outcomes.  

9. The ConsƟtuƟon Act, 1982 recognized and 
affirmed exisƟng rights of the Aboriginal 
Peoples of Canada. Canada also recently 
recognized the United NaƟons DeclaraƟon on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples through 
statutory adopƟon. The perspecƟves and rights 
of Canada’s Indigenous Peoples are increasingly 

forming a significant part of the wildlife 
management framework as a result. 
CollaboraƟon with Indigenous Peoples is 
increasingly important to effecƟve, equitable 
and resilient outcomes and has recently become 
a pre-requisite to acƟon on an issue by the 
federal government. CSTWS should seek to 
engage with Indigenous organizaƟons – naƟonal 
level organizaƟons such as the Assembly of First 
NaƟons, MeƟs NaƟonal Council and/or Inuit 
Tapiriit Kanatami perhaps – on priority seƫng 
and advocacy approaches.  

10. Although there may be the percepƟon 
within CSTWS that its U.S. counterpart has an 
established advocacy apparatus, TWS has 
advised that it is currently rebuilding its 
advocacy capacity from scratch. There are likely 
opportuniƟes for CSTWS and TWS to collaborate 
on building their respecƟve capaciƟes while also 
coordinaƟng on cross-border or shared issues. 
CSTWS and TWS could collaborate on 
idenƟfying prioriƟes for advocacy efforts every 
two years in the fall which would coincide with 
biannual U.S. elecƟons. CSTWS should work 
with TWS to consider whether it would make 
sense to leverage the funding and policy 
soluƟons being applied to aid in advocacy 
efforts by highlighƟng cross-border wildlife 
management dispariƟes. 

11. CSTWS appears to have robust member 
engagement processes. It is recommended that 
this be leveraged to help idenƟfy advocacy 
prioriƟes. A list of potenƟal prioriƟes could be 
sent to members, and they could vote or 
idenƟfy other potenƟal prioriƟes, with the final 
set of prioriƟes being subject to board approval. 
Updates on advocacy efforts could then be sent 
regularly to members along with any requests 
for engagement. As there is broad experƟse 
amongst members, it would be a shame to miss 
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opportuniƟes for members to engage in 
advocacy directly or at least to support 
advocacy efforts. One criterion for choosing 
prioriƟes could and probably should be whether 
there are expert members who are available to 
advise and support the person engaged to 
conduct advocacy directly for CSTWS. Without 
this support it is likely that CSTWS’s greatest 
strength, the knowledge of its membership, 
would be missing from advocacy efforts.  

12. It is recommended that CSTWS increase its 
capacity by increasing staff capacity to engage in 
advocacy and that the organizaƟon engage with 
capacity building organizaƟons that will be able 
to support staff develop advocacy skills, 
knowledge and best pracƟces. The Board, 
CommiƩees and members should establish 
direct points of internal engagement to ensure 
that this individual is supported by CSTWS in 
their advocacy efforts. 

13. Offering professional cerƟficaƟon as a 
wildlife biologist is not a prerequisite for 
members of the organizaƟon or the organizaƟon 
itself to engage in persuasive and impacƞul 
advocacy pertaining to wildlife management 
federally but cerƟficaƟon can be helpful in 
demonstraƟng professionalism. The exisƟng 
experƟse of CSTWS members should be 
leveraged as part of advocacy acƟviƟes. Beyond 
the advocacy context, as some members have 
stressed, CSTWS may also find professional 
cerƟficaƟon valuable to foster beƩer linkages 
internaƟonally, and with other groups of 
professionals. 
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APPENDIX A – REPORT SCOPING 
QUESTIONS 

 

Research and recommend approaches on 
how to most effecƟvely build capacity in 
addressing Canadian federal wildlife issues 
within the limitaƟons of CSTWS charitable 
status. The key deliverable of this Contract is 
a report that includes the following: 

a. Legal basis. Describe the legal basis by 
which CSTWS can engage in federal policy 
given the federal context and CSTWS’ non-
profit status. 

b. Federal jurisdicƟons. IdenƟfy the federal 
ministries that have key conservaƟon 
prioriƟes and describe the basis of their 
jurisdicƟons and consƟtuƟonal oversight 
relaƟve to the provinces. 

c. Federal-provincial agreements. IdenƟfy the 
key relaƟonal agreements between the 
federal and provincial government, describe 
their influence on federal policy, and how 
they may influence CSTWS engagement in 
federal policy. 

d. Monitoring federal conservaƟon issues. 
IdenƟfy the best means of monitoring top 
federal conservaƟon issues and establish 
policy prioriƟes on which CSTWS should 
focus. 

e. Approaches for input. IdenƟfy the 
points/best avenues in the parliamentary 
procedures and budgetary procedures for 
CSTWS government engagement for 
providing direct input into federal policy. 

f. Tools. Recommend the best tools and 
avenues for broad membership engagement 
to provide input on federal conservaƟon 
policies. 

g. Charitable status constraints. Detail on the 
constraints on lobbying for registered 
chariƟes in Canada; and develop a model 
and proposal for Phase II in consultaƟon 
with CSTWS Board of Directors. 

h. Partnerships. IdenƟfy key potenƟal 
partnerships with the Canadian 

environmental community and describe 
their mission, capacity, approaches, recent 
efforts and their effecƟveness in engaging in 
federal policy. 

i. Linkages to TWS’s capacity. Explore and 
recommend how CSTWS’s federal policy 
engagement can best link to TWS’s 
framework for policy priority seƫng and 
engagement. 

j. CSTWS-TWS working together. IdenƟfy 
approaches to best develop cross-border 
capaciƟes for CSTWS and TWS’s to 
collaborate on support conservaƟon issues 
of mutual interest. 

k. TWS Toolkit. Update the TWS ConservaƟon 
Affairs Network Policy Toolkit for Canada as 
needed to ensure linkages to provincial 
legislaƟve processes. 

l. CerƟficaƟon. Recommend potenƟal models 
for TWS cerƟficaƟon across Canada. 
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APPENDIX B – USEFUL LINKS AND CONTACTS 

a. Federal Government Departments and Offices MenƟoned in this Report  

Prime Minister’s Mandate LeƩers to Ministers: hƩps://www.pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-leƩers 

Canada Revenue Agency charity portal: hƩps://www.canada.ca/en/revenue-agency/services/chariƟes-
giving/chariƟes/operaƟng-a-registered-charity/making-changes/changing-a-charitys-purposes.html  

ElecƟons Canada: hƩps://www.elecƟons.ca/ 

Lobbyist Registry: hƩps://lobbycanada.gc.ca/ 

House of Commons Standing CommiƩees: hƩps://www.ourcommons.ca/commiƩees/en/Home 

Senate Standing CommiƩees: hƩps://sencanada.ca/en/commiƩees 

Auditor General of Canada and Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development: 
hƩps://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/ 

 

b. Networks, CoaliƟons and OrganizaƟons 

Green Budget CoaliƟon: hƩps://greenbudget.ca/ 

Canadian Environmental Network: hƩps://www.rcen.ca/  

Sustainability Network: hƩps://www.sustainabilitynetwork.ca/ 

GreenPAC: hƩps://www.greenpac.ca/ 

Assembly of First NaƟons: hƩps://afn.ca/ 

MéƟs NaƟonal Council: hƩps://www.meƟsnaƟon.ca/ 

Manitoba MéƟs FederaƟon: hƩps://www.mmf.mb.ca/  

Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami: hƩps://www.itk.ca/ 

 

c. PotenƟal Funders 

Environment Funders Canada: hƩps://environmenƞunders.ca/membership/members/ 
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APPENDIX C – CONSERVATION AFFAIRS NETWORK POLICY TOOLKIT FOR CANADA  

  

The following document is an edited version of the ConservaƟon Affairs Network Policy Toolkit secƟon 
applicable to Canada. The edits are fairly minor and reflect the common parlance used in the Canadian 
system of governance.

  
















