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Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (TBS) September 5, 2019
90 Elgin Street, 8th Floor
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0R5

Attention: Brennen Young
Director
Policy and Strategic Planning
Regulatory Affairs Sector
Email: RCD-DCMR@tbs-sct.gc.ca

RE: Regulatory modernization — Request for stakeholder comments

Dear Director Young,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide insight on this timely and important initiative.

The Collaboration is an informal group of organizations, representing largely private sector interests, but

not exclusively. The entities involved originally came together to provide market feedback during the

revision of an international standard for environmental management systems, ISO 14001. This standard

was republished in 2015. As a result of this stakeholder engagement process, the Canadian mirror body

was provided with significant insights that our delegates used as part of the Canadian position. Many of

these were captured in the revised standard.

Members of this group include subject matter experts in environmental management. The team of

experts coordinating the engagement process have a lengthy history in the development and

negotiation of ISO standards, some with 26 years of experience. The team of experts supporting this

process have additional experience in the national and international directives that are involved in the

process of writing international standards. Hence, in addition to understanding the value proposition

affiliated with the adoption of a requirements standard, this submission includes practical insight on the

strengths and weaknesses of the standardization process. It briefly touches upon shortcomings of

regulation, particularly as they relate to the environment.

This submission is offered in the spirit of continual improvement, and to support the modernization of

a more innovative blend of standards and regulation, as part of a strategic systems approach to

achieve good governance and excellence in public policy.

To that end, we recommend a broader review and consideration of the full array of instruments in the

governance tool kit, as noted in the 2007 Treasury Board Report “Assessing, Selecting, and

Implementing Instruments for Government Action”, shown in Figure 1.

mailto:RCD-DCMR@tbs-sct.gc.ca
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Figure 1: The Governance Tool Kit (Treasury Board, 2007)”

"Too often in the past, Canadian regulators and policy makers have, out of habit, acted as if their only

option was a binary choice between no regulation and the easy to grab, visual tool on top--the hammer,

or as well-stated by the late Ross Staines, “a hitter, for when you have a hammer, everything, every

challenge in sight, looks like a nail”.

A brief discussion of the evolution of environmental policy will provide the context for the emerging

opportunity whereby voluntary initiatives may assist in the broader governance policy scheme tabled by

the Treasury Board (Figure 1)1.

The first generation of environmental regulation was widely criticized for being overly rigid, intrusive

and costly. A former Industry Canada official captured this critique when he remarked, “[t]he command-

and-control regulations introduced to respond to the plethora of environmental problems brought on by

industrial pollution were prescriptive and intrusive. The regulations dictated when and to what level

industry should clean up, and they sometimes went as far as to prescribe the actual technology. More

often, industry was told to use the best available technology, which meant that less expensive ways to

abate pollution were not pursued. Almost no attention was paid to the roles of economic instruments

and voluntary action by industry in environmental protection.” 2

While the traditional command-and-control measures led to very real and quantifiable results in

addressing a variety of environmental problems, the problems that remain are of a different nature –

habitat destruction, loss of biodiversity, climate change, etc. These are more complex problems with no

silver bullet, and do not manifest themselves as a simple cause and effect relationship that humans

1“Assessing, Selecting, and Implementing Instruments for Government Action”, Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, Her

Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, represented by the President of the Treasury Board, 2007
2 Ron Harper, former Director, Environmental Regulatory Affairs Directorate, Industry Canada in “Tuning to Station WIIFY on

ISO 14001: What’s in it for you?”, L. Johannson, Total Quality Environmental Management Winter 1995/96.
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prefer. “The solutions require a shift in focus from a relatively easy task – the further targeting of large

point sources – to the more difficult task of changing the behaviour of people controlling diffuse,

nonpoint sources.”3 To be successful, it means that every Canadian, every person living within our

national boundaries, needs a ‘nudge, a shove, or other much stronger inducements’ to change their

habits. This means we need a systemic change in how we manage our relationship with the

environment, and there is clear evidence that undermining the environment costs Canadians dearly.

Objective evidence of this fact follows.

However, neither the option of voluntary standards nor regulation, nor the combination thereof, offers

sufficient traction to achieve the success needed for a strategic, systemic management approach. We

risk more than just economic prosperity.

Why do we favour a strategic, systemic management approach? All life forms, all human activities,

products and services involve processes that are based in systems. The inherent weakness in how we

react is that our systems fail to recognize our role in these systems and address unintended

consequences. We hope this submissions brings to light some that we believe can be avoided. There are

several elements to consider.

First, “an assessment of the laws and regulations that have contributed to environmental progress in

Canada reveals that effective environmental laws share five common features:

1. Clear, jurisdiction or cooperation between different levels of government

2. Clear measureable, enforceable standards

3. Mandatory language

4. Effective compliance and enforcement mechanisms, including incentives and penalties

5. Adequate resources for implementation and enforcement.”4

“These characteristics not only increase the effectiveness of laws and regulations, but also provide

accountability, transparency, certainty and fairness. Unfortunately the majority of Canadian

environmental laws do not reflect these characteristics.”5

We note that Canada, and other jurisdictions are involved in “Red Tape Reduction” initiatives.

According to the Canadian Federation of Independent Business (CFIB), “[r]ed tape includes excessive

government regulation (i.e. unfair, overly costly, poorly designed, or contradictory rules and regulations)

and poor government customer service. For instance, an excessively long government form or an

unnecessary government permit would be considered red tape. According to business owners, red tape

3 Ibid.
4 Boyd, David R., “Unnatural Law: Rethinking Canadian Environmental Law and Policy”, Vancouver, UBC Press, 2003. For further
details the author recommends Chapters 8 and 9.
5 Ibid.
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accounts for approximately 30 per cent of the total cost of regulation.6 Out of the $36 billion in the total

annual cost of regulation, red tape accounts for $10 billion”.7 Of course, to get an accurate picture of the net

value of environmental regulation to society, these costs would have to be compared with the economic, health

and environmental benefits of better regulation.

Obviously we support initiatives that result in better regulation – consistent, effective, and efficient and

at a lower cost. To this point, we note that Canada is involved in research to improve regulatory quality,

which has become increasingly difficult. The growing pace of technological changes and globalization are

posing substantial challenges and leave governments unsure of what and how to regulate.8 We

appreciate that there is delicate balance to addressing the needs of all Canadian stakeholders, for which

the rules of engagement for standardization are intended to enable. As we are not regulators, we will

turn our attention to the opportunities, strengths and weaknesses of the world of standardization, and

to their role in this initiative. We will end with some suggestions for the consideration of the TBS.

International standards offer the opportunity for the development of global cooperation in virtually

every aspect of daily life. Standards make everyday life work and for Canadian businesses; standards

open a world of possibilities.

“Standards are an invisible infrastructure working behind the scenes to protect the safety of all

Canadians. They ensure the products, services and systems we depend on are safe and reliable, and

consistently perform the way they were intended to. In fact, standards touch virtually every aspect of

our lives—from the moment our alarm clock sounds in the morning to the time our head hits the pillow

at the end of the day. Without standards, we couldn’t trust that the water we drink is safe, that the cars

we drive will steer properly, or that the toys our children play with won’t harm them.”9

On the surface, Canada appears to be one of the most beautiful nations in the world, with seemingly

abundant freshwater, clean air, and with few obvious signs of degradation. Yet recent studies have

shown that this image is not reflective of the real state of the nation in various measurements systems.

Research by the International Institute for Sustainable Development indicated that In Canada, pollution

cost families, businesses and governments at least $39 billion in 2015.10 This was expressed as a

conservative number.

Based on the 2019 Ecological Footprint11 rating, Canada stands as being one of the countries with the

highest ecological debt; we’re number six, and that is not something for which we should be proud

(Figure 2). The Ecological Footprint is a resource accounting tool that helps countries understand their

6 CFIB, Regulation and Paperburden Survey, 2017, n = 7,823.
7 Wong, Queenie, “The Cost of Government Regulation on Canadian Businesses, Research Snapshot, January 2018. We will
refer to this cost again in a later point.
8 http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/measuring-regulatory-performance.htm
9 https://www.scc.ca/en/standards/what-are-standards/benefits Accessed August 22 2019
10 IISD, Costs of Pollution In Canada: Measuring the impacts on families, business and governments,
Prepared by the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) with funding from the Ivey Foundation, June 2017

11 https://www.overshootday.org/newsroom/country-overshoot-days/ Accessed August 22 2019

http://www.iisd.org/story/costs-of-pollution-in-canada/
http://www.iisd.org/story/costs-of-pollution-in-canada/
http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/measuring-regulatory-performance.htm
https://www.scc.ca/en/standards/what-are-standards/benefits
https://www.overshootday.org/newsroom/country-overshoot-days/
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ecological budget and gives them the data necessary to manage their resources and build a secure,

resilient future.

When one combines the cost of Red Tape at $10 billion with the cost of pollution at $39 billion, this is

indicative of the immense opportunity to not only improve environmental performance, the health

and wealth of Canadians, this could have a profound positive effect on the nation’s productivity and

international competitiveness. Unquestionably this could reposition Canada as a leader in

sustainability. Surely these facts offer significant motivation for radical improvement.

Figure 2 Country Overshoot Days 201912

Clearly, this indicates that we need a better choice architecture so that those who pollute (meaning all

of us), understand that there is a gap between a healthy planet that supports a vibrant society and a

prosperous economy, and what we have now. We concur that voluntary standards have the potential

12 Underline added on https://www.overshootday.org/content/uploads/2019/05/2019_Country_Overshoot_Days-2000.jpg

https://www.overshootday.org/content/uploads/2019/05/2019_Country_Overshoot_Days-2000.jpg
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to play an important role. However, just as the quality of regulation needs to improve, as indicated by

the OECD report13, the world of standardization also needs to radically improve; a point to which this

submission will address now.

In this submission, we acknowledge the term “standard” as it is used in the world of formal

standardization. “A standard is a document that provides a set of agreed-upon rules, guidelines or

characteristics for activities or their results. Standards establish accepted practices, technical

requirements, and terminologies for diverse fields. They can be mandatory or voluntary and are distinct

from Acts, regulations and codes, although standards can be referenced in those legal instruments.” 14

However, it will be important for the Treasury Board to take into account the fact that organizations

other than national standards bodies develop standards, such as the accounting profession, the Forest

Stewardship Council and the Responsible Care™ programme. Additionally, as innovative mechanisms for

developing consensus are evolving, such as Collaborase15, other parties may develop standards that

serve policy principles that are important to Canada’s future health and wealth.

As the world moves rapidly towards digitization, these other approaches need to be considered as well

as the other elements noted by the TBS (Figure 1). While some may see these as disruptive technologies,

in order to keep pace with the rate of change and to meet the challenges we face with a commitment to

succeed, the more traditional process followed by ISO is in need of radical change. Some believe ISO is

already ‘a dead horse’. While these are not our words, we note that all aspects of governance and

business are under scrutiny to enhance efficiency and quality. We will only be as successful as our

weakest link.

A standard may be designated as a National Standard of Canada if it meets the following criteria:

• it was developed by a committee that had balanced representation of all stakeholders including

consumer and public interests and followed a consensus process,

• the standard was subjected to public review,

• it is published in both official languages,

• it is consistent with existing international standards and

• it does not constitute an illegitimate barrier to trade.

SCC adopts ISO’s definition of consensus as “general agreement, characterized by the absence of

sustained opposition to substantial issues by any important part of the concerned interests and by a

process seeking to take into account the views of all parties concerned and to reconcile any conflicting

arguments.”

13 OECD (2014), OECD Regulatory Compliance Cost Assessment Guidance, OECD Publishing.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264209657-en
14 http://www.scc.ca/en/standards/what-are-standards Accessed August 20, 2019
15 https://collaborase.com/ Accessed August 20, 2019

http://www.scc.ca/en/standards/what-are-standards
https://collaborase.com/
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Consensus implies the satisfaction of two conditions. The first is that representatives of all interest

categories participate effectively in standards development. The second is that there is no sustained

opposition from any significant segment of interested parties at any critical stage in the development of

a standard. In fact, the principle of consensus is the core of the standards community’s claim to

credibility. It is the key reason regulators should refer to standards when developing regulatory

instruments, but as part of a strategic systemic approach. For this effort to be truly successful and meet

the stated goals of the TBS (shown in the box below), it will take cooperation between government,

industry, and civil society to make this happen.

“to enable regulations to be more agile, transparent and responsive, while continuing to protect the
health and safety of Canadians and the environment. This will enable businesses to grow, benefitting all
Canadians.”16

What has to happen to ensure that the TBS goals are met? Based on our collective experience

developing, negotiating and maintaining and implementing standards, there are short term actions and

more radical systemic changes needed, supported by timely decisions. These are offered in the spirit of

continual improvement.

Principles to Guide Actions for the Short Term

Principle 117: Do Not Reinvent the Wheel

If a recognized standards development body has gone to the trouble of developing a widely accepted

standard that fulfills the objectives of a proposed regulation, incorporate the existing standard into the

regulatory scheme as far as possible and appropriate, instead of drafting a new specification from

scratch.

Note: In the EU, ISO 14001 serves as the basis for the EMAS regulation. This not only enables

consistency for trade, it means that stakeholders can access the requirement section of the standard at

no cost.

NOTE: It will be important to develop a solid understanding of the current library of standards, and to

ascertain from those that have been involved in writing them, i.e. the members of the respective

committee, the volunteers, whether they should be considered for inclusion in public policy. Not all

standards are well written. Some SDOs no longer have subject matter literate staff, at best they serve as

project managers for the standardization process.

Principle 2: Strive for Consistency

If a widely accepted standard already exists on the subject, do not create a host of unexplained

inconsistencies between the proposed regulation and the standard.

16 7/24/2019 Canada Gazette, Part 1, Volume 153, Number 26: GOVERNMENT NOTICES
17 The six principles are drawn from the following peer reviewed journal: Wood, Stepan and L. Johannson, “Six Principles for
Integrating Non-Environmental Standards into Smart Regulation”; Toronto, Osgoode Hall law Journal, 2008. The notes provided
are additional insight provided by the Collaboration Team.
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Note: Consistency also applies to how a standard is referenced, and how often its referencing is updated

given the review and revision schedule followed by ISO. As noted by SCC: “Incorporating standards by

reference in a regulation requires precision to facilitate trade. SCC has observed cases where regulations

contain incorrect references to standards. Common errors include inaccuracies in the standard’s title,

number, or in the name of the Standards Development Organization, which can lead to confusion

around what is actually being referenced.”

Principle 3: Make Any Extra Requirements Clear

If an existing, widely accepted standard does not, on its own, meet all the public policy goals of the

proposed regulation, identify clearly how the standard is deficient and what more is required to meet

public policy objectives.

Note: This requires that policy makers and regulators understand the intent of a standard, whether it is

a process standard, a performance standard, or whether it is of a different category. It will also require

more innovative mechanisms to understand how the needs of the market can be identified and taken

into account.

Principle 4: Connect with the Experts

Consult relevant multi-stakeholder standards development committees when developing regulations.

Note: We are losing experts and gaining few. Part of the reason for this is succession, as many of those

who were originally involved in ISO 14001 have retired, or resigned out of frustration with the devolving

support. The business case for management systems is very different than those for product related

standards. This is a point that even some SDOs have failed to understand, resulting in a lowering of their

support for national committees. Two of ISO’s flagship Technical Committees, TC 176 for Quality

Management and TC 207 for Environmental Management are facing significant challenges to their

viability as the SDO has advised SCC it will not continue without funding support. This has undermined

the continued success of the TCs and risks Canada’s reputation in their respective international

communities. It has also placed additional burden on the already overwhelmed volunteers.

Principle 5: Get Involved with Standards Development

Participate in the work of relevant standards development committees to keep abreast of relevant

issues and influence the content of standards on an ongoing basis.

Note: For most of the standards under TC 207, since 2004, participation by government in the Mirror

committee and Sub-committee has fallen. Exceptions were noted during the revision of ISO 14001, and

the participation of some federal bureaucrats in standards related to environmental technology

verification and greenhouse gas management.

Note: SCC and CSA Group have yet to develop stakeholder engagement processes that go beyond their

existing memberships. The challenge this poses is that unless a stakeholder or stakeholder group is

already a member, there is virtually no outreach activity to advise non-members of new proposed

standards, or revisions to existing standards. This is indicative of a much broader communication issue.
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Principle 6: Consider the Needs of Small Business

Design regulations and standards in a way that addresses the special characteristics and challenges of

the small to medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) that represent around 98 per cent of the business

community. “To be fair, ISO and national standards bodies have done no better than governments at

responding to the sustainability challenges of small business. This article is a wake-up call to both

governments and standardization bodies to find new ways to engage with small business—and

quickly.”18

Note: This article was written in 2008, and there is no evidence that either the standards world or

regulators have adequately addressed the culture and resource needs of small business. While this issue

deserves its own submission, we will limit comments to a few of the fundamental facts, which underpin

the “great divide” between small business, big business and regulators, and the unintended

consequences on the interface of regulation and standards.

• Small businesses do not have the resources to operate to the degree of formality that is

inherent in larger entities, be it in the private or public sector.

• Small businesses spend their limited time DOING, not reporting.

• The plethora of materials, standards and regulation are written for the culture of the big

companies, not the small.

• One of the many consequences is that ISO standards can become barriers to small business

where and when the private sector or public sector makes a requirement standard a

procurement issue. This is especially the case where a ‘certified system’ is required. Certification

is generally far outside the budgets of small business. This also creates a potential trade barrier,

and an unequal playing field when other countries either provide funding to small business to

achieve certification (usually a one-time support activity). In some unfortunate cases,

certificates are provided to companies (in other countries) as a download, which may result in

these companies being given preference over Canadian SMEs.

• Small business owners are often unaware of ISO standards, based on the earlier research of the

Canadian Federation of Independent Business related to ISO 14001. There is no recent evidence

to the contrary. They, like the public, are more likely to be aware of a national ‘stamp of

approval’ on toilets or hockey helmets.

Of those who had heard, the standard is marketed to them as something to be adopted for

third-party certification. Certification, however, is an unaffordable expense for small business as

a fraction of annual turnover (see Table 1). The price tag of third-party certification alone tends

to shut the door on their interest. While there are other conformity assessment options

available, they are generally unknown to the market. Notwithstanding the organizations

involved in the standardization world remain as a blacked out glass ceiling, and that is unlikely to

develop any cracks in the near future.

18 Wood, S and L. Johannson, “How Not to Incorporate Voluntary Standards into Smart Regulation: ISO 14001 and Ontario’s
Environmental Penalties Regulations”, Vancouver, The Peter A. Allard School of Law, Allard Research Commons, Faculty
Publications, 1-1-2008.
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Table 1: Estimated Cost of Registration to ISO 9001 or ISO 14001, 1998. Source: The table is based on research conducted by E2
Management Corporation in 1998. Reproduced with permission. Please note that the sales figures that delineate small and
medium-sized organizations are not reflective of the range of sales affiliated with these categories. Based on research from the
CFIB, some small business earn $30,000 a year, which would make the minimum cost of involvement ludicrous.

Other Important Points for Continual Improvement

There are other weaknesses in the current standardization process. The process of writing standards is

in desperate need of serious, fundamental change.

It is slow. It typically takes up to 3 years to develop an ISO standard. While ISO is trying to speed things

up, it is often at the expense of quality given its current development process. This risks undermining its

brand.

It is expensive. Participation in the ISO forum, to be truly effective in negotiating country positions,

means traveling. Funding support from SCC is limited, and SCC requires committee members to provide

objective evidence of market need. This is difficult in the vacuum of their outreach programmes outside

of membership. Committee members are volunteers. The majority take on the task of writing standards

over and above their core work obligations. Some may receive financial support either from their

employer, or from SCC, but more often financing travel requires self-funding. Granted there are some

additional funding options, but this requires that volunteers contribute to SCC in advance to obtain

additional matching fees. For some, this is objectionable. For those travelling to international meetings,

the costs can run from about $5000 a year per person to $20,000. This means that without funding

support, volunteers have to fund raise in addition to their time commitment, which is more often than

not, not covered or only partially covered by their employer. Those that are not in this position are out

of pocket to support national interests. In these conditions, stakeholders such as small business,

consumers, workers and civil society organizations tend to be highly under-represented in international

standardization processes.

It is expensive to buy a standard. The current business model followed by ISO is to charge for standards.

This is a point of aggravation in the market, although for big business, it is not a cost barrier, it is an

irritation. For small business it’s the proverbial China Wall. However, some standards include a list of

‘normative references’ which adds to their irritation and cost. A ‘Normative reference’ means that in

order to meet the requirements on one standard, the user needs to take into account one or more other

standards. This can drive the cost from over $100 to over $1000.
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It is time consuming. While there is a range of involvement from about 40 hours a year for those that

contain their involvement to national meetings, to a much larger amount of time for those that become

intimately involved in the writing of important standards. This can occupy between 800 and 1000 hours

during development periods.

It carries a high carbon footprint. There is an oxymoron to the reality of writing a standard to try to

reduce the environmental impact and consequential social and economic effects when experts have to

get on a plane to go half way around the world to negotiate. There are other options, and while there is

an attempt by some Technical Committees to increase virtual meetings over face to face, the

opportunity to employ virtual meeting options or living document approaches (such as Collaborase) is

vastly underutilized.

It does not mean that a standard is really needed. There are two parts to this issue.

One: ISO’s rules require a minimum number of countries to vote on a new work item proposal (NWIP).

Each NWIP is supposed to be accompanied with objective evidence of market need. Unfortunately the

bar for acceptance is far too low, and the majority of supportive materials to actually demonstrate

market need is often lacking or weak.

Note: This is not something that is under the control of one country, as ISO is responsible for changing

the rules that affect this situation. However, SCC is a member of the federation of national member

bodies that constitute the membership of ISO and as such they have the ability to drive change. In

addition, Canada is in a power position in ISO these days and needs to assert its control and influence to

shore up ISO’s reputation.

Note: It is noteworthy that one of the best NWIPs submitted in the last ten years was from Canada,

prepared by Environment Canada. It was thoroughly researched and supported by letters from Canadian

sources and other countries. This was an exception.

Two: Given the current voting procedure, each voting member gets one vote. This is in keeping with

ISO’s mantra of ‘equal’ which is the real meaning of “ISO”; it’s not an acronym.

However, many of the developing countries lack mirror committees, resulting in the risk that proposed

standards are not vetted by the same process used in Canada, and other more resourced countries.

There is the tendency in these countries to approve any and every NWIP, without actual support of

market need or interest. They do not intend to undermine the process, they operate without the

resources they need to participate in a manner consistent with their commitments.

Note: There are four other problems that arise as a result of this, as unintended consequences.

One, some developed countries support the NWIP not as they need the standard being proposed, but as

they wish not to oppose the perception of need by developing countries. As a result, a NWIP gains the

necessary votes, but not the necessary resources.

Two, in many cases, not all, the developing countries that voted for the NWIP do not have the resources

to participate in writing the standard. This can result in a document that does not meet the quality

commensurate with the ISO brand.

Three, there may be a real need in the developing countries for a standard, which is not reflected by the

interests of developed countries. As an unintended consequence, the standard may be written by less
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than a handful of people, or fewer, and by those whose mother tongue is not English, the language in

which standards are written first.

Four, as the tendency in situations like this which have political consequences, countries that were not

involved in the drafting, (deeming the standard not to be relevant or valuable to their market), vote to

abstain. Abstentions are not considered in the final vote, they are ‘noted’ and parked to the side. So a

standard with support and fewer disapprovals may still achieve status as an international standard.

Typically Canada does not vote to adopt these as national standards. That should be an indicator to

policy makers and regulators that the standard should not be considered in any regulatory context,

although there are exceptions. So the regulators and policy makers need to understand not only the

content of a standard but its context.

This means that every standard being considered should be properly scrutinized with the

engagement of all relevant stakeholders before being taken into account in the Canadian

context.

It does not mean that a standard is the tool that is really needed. This point is also based on the earlier

situation related to developing countries that lack the resources needed to participate to the same

extent as Canada. Some countries that struggle to participate use the standards process as an education

opportunity, which is not the intended purpose of standardization. Canada has been very supportive of

the developing countries that participate in our technical field, and holds a respected position. However,

we also note that education is not the intended output of the standardization process. It is a parallel

activity, and should be supported in other more effective ways.

Its existence is not communicated sufficiently. The organizations that form part of the ISO formal

infrastructure are focused on only the front end of the life cycle of a standard. ISO is a standards

development body. However, once a standard is developed, there is an invisible door that closes.

Communication, which can look and sound like a beehive of activity for its members during the

development phase, is virtually silent when it comes to marketing a published standard to companies or

governments for that matter. This is not just an issue with ISO, it applies down the line, and is one of the

reasons that those in the know believe that the funding ‘crisis’ for TC 207 and TC 176 exists.

It is important to also understand that management system standards are a very different ‘animal’ than

product standards. The former have a longer ‘ROI’ and as process standards are often not understood by

many stakeholders. Whereas product standards have a shorter return and businesses usually cannot

produce or sell without meeting these.

While these principles and points are not exhaustive. Some of the concerns that we have tabled may

indeed already be part of a process of continual improvement, for which we have not been made aware.
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We applaud those who are working towards bringing the world of standardization into the rapidly

evolving digital world.19

We hope that this submission will provide insight to the TBS of the challenges we envision, help to avoid

the unintended consequences, and to support the opportunity ahead to ensure that Canada meets its

commitment to achieve a sustainable future, a resilient society and a prosperous economy.

We believe that standards are important, in fact an essential element in a strategic systems approach

to achieve good governance and excellence in public policy.

Sincerely

19 International Telecommunication Union, ITU-T Focus Group on Application of Distributed Ledger

Technology Technical Report FG DLT D5.1, Outlook on distributed ledger technologies. Release 1


