Nation-Building Projects, Session 3, Meeting Report
T. David Dougherty, 18 August 2025
Abstract
This was the third in a series of small-group meetings of CACOR members over Zoom.  The meetings are being conducted to discuss nation-building projects for Canada.  Mainly, participants discussed the need for a nature of principles for designating which proposals ought to qualify as Nation-Building Projects (NBPs). 
Note: the term Nation-Building Projects was put into the public sphere by the Prime Minister, not CACOR, though we have introduced the acronym NBP here for the sake of convenience.
Event
CACOR members were invited to participate in a Zoom meeting on 15 August 2025, at the usual time for the weekly ‘hangout’ (15:00), concerning Canada’s upcoming NBPs.  The meeting began a few minutes after the appointed time and ended at about 17:00.  The total recorded time was about 2:00:00.  A chat record was made (though it contained nothing of substance and was not retained), along with a summary from an Artificial Intelligence (AI). 
Jean and Dave Dougherty facilitated discussion by the participants.  
At present, these discussions remain member-led.  
Participants
1. Aubry, Madeleine
2. Buettner, Claude
3. Dougherty, Dave
4. Dougherty, Jean
5. Faulkner, Fernande
6. Hollins, John
7. Hunter, Art
8. Hutton, David
9. Leury, Raymond
10. Manning, Ted
11. Munroe, Rick
12. Pollock, David
Background
The situation that brought Canada into a trade war with the USA in 2025 was outlined in the report from the first session.  Among other things, the election of a new President in the USA resulted in the election of another minority Liberal federal government in Canada.  As explained in session 1 report, among that government’s first moves was to pass legislation that put Canada on track to create “nation-building projects.”
Under the new Building Canada Act, the Governor in Council now has the power to make of list of projects deemed to be in Canada’s national interest.  Crucially, it does not define the national interest or even place constraints on the designation of national interest status.  In section 5(6), the act does allow the Governor in Council to consider “any factor” it deems relevant, including whether a proposed project may:
(a) strengthen Canada’s autonomy, resilience and security;
(b) provide economic or other benefits to Canada;
(c) have a high likelihood of successful execution;
(d) advance the interests of Indigenous peoples; and
(e) contribute to clean growth and to meeting Canada’s objectives with respect to climate change.
Discussion
Most participants recognized, from past experience, that Canada’s federal government could begin projects that waste the time, effort, and resources of the country ought to be cause for concern to all Canadians.  Also from experience, we should be concerned the projects could be ill-placed, poorly designed, badly installed, and/or improperly operated.  There is high potential for projects to change landscapes, kill or displace native vegetation and wildlife—even people—and pollute our air, water, and soil.  
Some attempt is thus needed to give the Governor in Council and all Canadians guidelines for choosing which projects to approve, if not for their design.  Surely there’ll be competing projects, some urgency to begin building, and insufficient resources to put everything everywhere.
Following the last meeting (session 2), Art Hunter fed various information, including the background materials circulated before the meeting, into an AI program and asked the program to consolidate an alternative version.  He had sent the result before this meeting (session 3).  Dave Dougherty began this meeting (session 3) by saying he found the AI version reminiscent of bureaucratese, full of jargon, complex, repetitive, and containing some American spelling—hardly appropriate given the trade war.  He said it would need revision, and that speed would be imperative under the circumstances, even if only to say “slow down.”
The discussion in session 3 revolved around principles under which citizens and their politicians will be able to evaluate potential NBPs.  Some candidate principles were previously discussed, and no substantial change to those candidates was created during this session.  However, it was agreed that CACOR should indeed attempt to create and circulate a small set of simply worded maxims on which projects could be compared.  These statements ought to be compatible with important elements of our society and our social commitments, such as pollution prevention, the precautionary principle, and rights of current and future generations to a healthy environment.
It seemed generally agreed that well-being and the planetary boundaries might resonate with Canadians and Cabinet.  Also, there should be prominence for self-reliance, local food supplies, and food security.  Other possible areas of concern that could be addressed included brining in European electric vehicles (EVs), creating a truly national and modern electricity grid, controlling energy demand, creating jobs, raising integrity, lowering inequality, raising well-being, maintaining ecosystem integrity, maintaining (perhaps increasing) mobility.  Throughout, we ought to understand who benefits and who pays for everything we do as a nation.
Raymond Leury pointed out that there are now more jobs in so-called renewable energy than in the fossil fuel sector.  This is likely important because many people want to know whether employment opportunities will expand through whatever policies Canada pursues.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  	Note that in this era of automation and AI, the importance of jobs is increasingly questionnable and could become moot with a universal basic income.] 

It was also agreed that the group should focus on the principles, at least for now, as too many other groups are likely to propose individual NBPs which will all compete for the attention of the Governor in Council.  Project proposals will be a dime a dozen, and the Cabinet is likely to be overwhelmed with submissions.  Meanwhile important principles will be few in number and hard to dispute.
Participants raised the idea that Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs could be a basis for proposing NBPs.  The nation we build ought to satisfy citizens requirements at all levels of that hierarchy:[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  	https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maslow's_hierarchy_of_needs] 

1. Physiological needs (e.g., air, water, food, shelter)
2. Safety needs (e.g., peace, order, health)
3. Love and belonging needs (e.g., family, friendship, community)
4. Esteem needs (e.g., self-respect, confidence, recognition)
5. Self-actualization needs (e.g., creativity, morals, meaning)
Following session 2, David and Jean Dougherty wrote a two-page message that could be used to introduce the group’s thinking on these matters to any potentially receptive individuals.  That document is already on the CACOR website.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	This was posted as The Promise of Made-in-Canada Nation-Building Projects at https://canadiancor.com/nation-building-projects/] 

However, participants felt that this document and other materials in circulation among the members needed further development and refinement to be considered for circulation to a broad audience.
Various groups were suggested as ones that could be interested in reading our material, such as the Group of 78, the Canadian Association of Physicians for the Environment, the Canadian Meteorological and Oceanic Society (CMOS), with which many members have contacts.  Other organizations that might be interested were thought to include community newspapers and environmental charities.  Notably, various environmental groups recently sent a relevant message to Parliament: Environmental Defence, West Coast Environmental Law Association, Canadian Environmental Law Association, Canadian Parks And Wilderness Society, David Suzuki Foundation, Nature Canada, Ecojustice, Ecology Action Centre, WWF-Canada, and Sierra Club Canada Foundation.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  	See Senate Urged to Fix Bill C-5 to Protect Democracy and the Environment] 

It is possible that each member could send our document(s) to his or her Member of Parliament—perhaps also to corresponding members of the provincial, territorial, and municipal governments and to opposition politicians.
At the suggestion of John Hollins, it was agreed that a couple of people ought to be asked to write a follow-up document on principle for NBPs.  David Dougherty and David Pollock agreed to do this task.  As time is of the essence, they will attempt to complete the work within about a week and circulate it for comment.
There will be a hybrid in-person/Zoom meeting in Ottawa and on-line on 24 Sep 2025 at which discussions and work products to that date will be presented to members.  The document that the two Davids created will be available at that meeting.  
Some things that will have to be decided at that point, or before it, include whether the Board of Directors endorses this work on behalf of the organization and to whom one or more documents will be circulated.
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