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Introduction 
 
A letter was received on April 4, 2016, from Mr. Duncan Kinney on the letterhead of 
Progress Alberta alleging a violation of the post-employment provisions of the Conflicts 
of Interest Act by former Cabinet Minister, Robin Campbell. Mr. Kinney’s concern was 
stated as follows: 
 

…I am writing to you today to file a complaint against Robin Campbell. Mr. 
Campbell is a former cabinet minister in the Alberta government and is now 
employed as the president of the Coal Association of Canada… 
 
It appears as if Robin Campbell has engaged in significant lobbying efforts over 
the past few months. These lobbying efforts put him in direct contravention of the 
Conflict of Interest Act… 
 
Robin Campbell appears to have communicated with public office holders via 
mass media and via grassroots communication where he is persuading member 
of the public to communicate directly with public office holders in an attempt to 
influence public office holders on amending or terminating the government of 
Alberta’s plan to phase out coal as well as invest in technology that would benefit 
the coal industry. 

 
Mr. Kinney also queried whether Mr. Campbell disclosed in the registration of the Coal 
Association of Canada, the plan to engage in a grassroots communications campaign. 
  

Investigative Process 

 
When I received the letter of complaint from Mr. Kinney, I acknowledged receipt of it.  I 
also advised Mr. Campbell by letter of the complaint. Given the nature of the complaint, 
I felt it was appropriate to conduct an investigation. 
 
The following people were interviewed in person and under oath, and their 
conversations were taped on a confidential basis: 
 

1. Mr. Duncan Kinney, Executive Director of Progress Alberta 

2. Mr. Barret Weber 

3. Mr. Robin Campbell, President of Coal Association of Canada 

4. Mr. John Sparks, consultant lobbyist 

5. Ms. Sarah Hamilton, Director of Communications and Media Relations, Coal 

Association of Canada 

6. Mr. Reise O’Hara, Director of Government Relations, Coal Association of 

Canada 
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Relevant Legislation 
 
Section 23.1(1) of the Conflicts of Interest Act provides: 

 
No former Minister shall, for a period of 12 months from the last day the former 
Minister held his or her appointment as a Minister, lobby, as defined in the 
Lobbyists Act, any public office holder as defined in the Lobbyists Act. 

 
The Lobbyists Act, in section 1(1) (k) specifies: 

 
“public office holder” is a Member of the Legislative Assembly and any individual 
on a Member’s staff.  

 
Lobbying is defined in s.1(1)(f) of the Lobbyists Act: 
 
 (f) “lobby” means, subject to section 3(2), 
   

(i) In relation to either a consultant lobbyist or an organization lobbyist, 

to communicate with a public office holder in an attempt to 

influence 

 

(A) the development of any legislative proposal by the Government 

or a prescribed Provincial entity or by a Member of the 

Legislative Assembly, 

(B) the introduction of any bill or resolution in the Legislative 

Assembly or the amendment, passage or defeat of any bill or 

resolution that is before the Legislative Assembly, 

(C) the development or the enactment of any regulation or any 

order in council, 

(D) the development, establishment, amendment or termination of 

any program, policy, directive or guideline of the Government 

or a prescribed Provincial entity, 

(E) the awarding of any grant or financial benefit by or on behalf of 

the Government or a prescribed Provincial entity, 

(F) a decision by the Executive Council or a member of the 

Executive Council to transfer from the Crown for consideration 

all or part of, or any interest in or asset of, any business, 

enterprise or institution that provides goods or services to the 

Crown or prescribed Provincial entity or to the public, or 

(G) a decision by the Executive Council or a member of the 

Executive Council or a member of the Executive Council to 

have the private sector instead of the Crown provide goods or 

services to the Government, 
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Grassroots communication is defined in s. 1(1) (e). It means: 
 

“Appeals to members of the public through the mass media or by direct 
communication that seek to persuade members of the public to communicate 
directly with a public office holder in an attempt to place pressure on the public 
office holder to endorse a particular opinion.” 

 
Also of relevance is s.3 (2) (c) which reads: 
 
 This Act does not apply in respect of a submission made in any manner as 
follows: 
 …. 

(c) to a public office holder by an individual on behalf of a person or organization 
in response to a request initiated by a public office holder for advice or comment 
on any matter referred to in section 1(1) (f) (i)  

 
Facts 
 
Mr. Campbell was Minister of Finance in the former Progressive Conservative 
government. The government was defeated in the election held on May 5, 2015. The 
one year period in which Mr. Campbell was forbidden to lobby ceases on May 25, 2016. 
Prior to taking the position as the President of the Coal Association of Canada, Mr. 
Campbell sought advice from our office. He was advised on the facts presented that he 
could take the position. He was appointed as the President of the Coal Association of 
Canada on November 12, 2015. 
 
Mr. Campbell was clearly told by our office when he sought advice that he could not 
lobby the government until one year from the time he left office. However, there was no 
discussion about grassroots communication and whether it was considered to be 
lobbying. 
 
Mr. Campbell’s predecessor at the Coal Association of Canada, Ann Marie Hann, 
submitted an initial return to register the Coal Association’s lobbying activities in the 
Alberta Lobbyist Registry on January 31, 2012. On November 24, 2015, after the 
appointment of Mr. Campbell as President of the Coal Association, she submitted a 
Notice of Termination to terminate the Coal Association’s registration. 
 
She was asked by our office if they would not be engaging in lobbying activities and to 
confirm if she wanted to terminate their registration. In a discussion with Ms. Hann, she 
advised that the Coal Association did not wish to end its lobbying activities completely. 
Several alternatives were discussed with her regarding the Association’s registration. 
She was advised that they could maintain their registration but would need to have all 
lobbying activities directed by a senior executive other than Mr. Campbell, who was not 
permitted to lobby.  
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Alternatively, they could hire a consultant lobbyist to engage in lobbying for them 
provided that the consultant lobbyist not take any direction from Mr. Campbell. She was 
also advised that if they chose to hire a consultant lobbyist, the Notice of Termination 
they had previously submitted would not be processed until after the consultant lobbyist 
had submitted a registration. 
 
On November 27, 2015, Ms. Hann advised our office that the Coal Association had 
decided to engage Mr. John Sparks of Sparks and Associates Inc. as their consultant 
lobbyist, and confirmed that all lobbying activities would be directed by Mr. John 
Schadan, the Chairman of the board of directors of the Coal Association. 
  
Mr. Sparks’ contract with the Coal Association commenced on December 14, 2015. He 
initiated registration as a consultant lobbyist for the Coal Association on December 23, 
2015 and the registration was finalized on January 19, 2016. He indicated in the 
registration that he would be engaging in grassroots communication for the Coal 
Association. On January 19, 2016, Mr. Sparks’ registration was approved as was the 
Notice of Termination previously filed by the Coal Association. 
 
Mr. Sparks stated that he had previously worked with the Association. He was asked by 
Ann Marie Hann to take on the government relations work for the Association as Robin 
Campbell could not.  
 
Both the Association and Mr. Campbell were clearly cognizant there could be a problem 
and were concerned not to contravene the Act. The Association deliberately engaged 
Mr. Sparks because it was aware that Mr. Campbell could not lobby. 
 
The Minister of the Environment and Parks released the “Climate Leadership Plan” on 
November 22, 2015 which identified four key areas that the Alberta Government was 
moving forward on, including phasing out emissions from coal-generated electricity and 
developing more renewal energy. The Climate Leadership Plan further provided that 
pollution from coal-fired sources of electricity will be phased out on an accelerated 
schedule. 
 
In response to the Government’s Climate Leadership Plan, the Coal Association of 
Canada initiated the ACT campaign. 
 
The purpose of the ACT campaign was to educate people and to talk to them about the 
Climate Leadership Plan and what it could do to their livelihoods and communities. 
Meetings were held in Grand Cache, Edson, Stony Plain, Wabamun, Warburg, Rocky 
Mountain House, Forestburg, Hanna, Keephills and Crowsnest Pass. 
  
The Association issued a press release indicating it was advocating for electricity 
consumers, protecting coal communities and suggesting coal innovation. 
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Mr. Campbell wrote an opinion piece that was published April 2, 2016 in the Calgary 
Herald wherein he urged the slowdown of the phase out of coal and raised concern 
about the policy. Previously, on March 21, 2016, an article appeared in the Calgary 
Herald wherein it was reported that Mr. Campbell was urging the Government to 
reconsider its plan to phase out coal-fired generators by 2030. According to the article 
Mr. Campbell also spoke on a radio talk show about the subject  
 
The ACT initiative was authorized by the Board of the Association. Mr. Sparks provided 
extensive advice to Mr. Schadan and the Association’s Director of Communications and 
Media Relations, Sarah Hamilton. National Public Relations was also involved. 
Advertisements about the meetings were developed and placed in local newspapers by 
this firm. Posters were also put up in the local areas, particularly at the coal mines.  The 
local Mayor was invited to each meeting. Mr. Sparks advised the constituency office of 
the local MLA about the meeting. Mr. Sparks attended a number of the meetings and 
spoke to any MLAs that were present. 
 
Mr. Campbell made the presentation at each meeting. For the most part, except for 
minor details, the presentations were the same. At the Keephills meeting on April 4th, 
apparently six Wildrose Party MLAs were in attendance. Mr. Sparks spoke to them. 
However, Mr. Campbell did not speak to them except to say “hello”. Mr. Campbell stated 
under oath during the investigation that he made clear to people that he could not lobby 
on their behalf and they would have to ask the questions of their MLAs. He stated that 
he had not talked to any public office holders. I have no grounds on which to disbelieve 
him. 
 
The various accounts of the meetings are consistent. Mr. Barret Weber, who appears 
to have been independent when he attended two of the meetings out of an academic 
interest indicated that the handout at the meeting mirrored the presentation. Attached 
to this decision are examples of the handout and the PowerPoint shown at each 
meeting. The PowerPoint goes into more detail about the effect of the Climate 
Leadership Plan. The call to the attendees seems to have been to contact the various 
Ministers involved or the local MLA for more information and to find out about what 
would happen to their jobs. Also attached is a poster advertising a meeting. The salient 
parts are “Albertans need to connect directly with their elected officials to find out how 
their jobs, lifestyles and communities will be impacted – and what the government plans 
to do about it” and “Our town will be significantly impacted by the unintended 
consequences of the Climate leadership Plan. We need to be involved in the 
discussion”. 
 
 
Issues 
 
The issues raised in this investigation are quite complex. Just answering the question 
as to whether Mr. Campbell engaged in grassroots lobbying is not sufficient. The 
Lobbyist Act is convoluted and there are many restricted definitions and exemptions. 
The issues that arise are the following: 
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1. Is giving public speeches urging the government to reconsider a policy lobbying? 

2. Did Mr. Campbell directly lobby any public office holder? 

3. Is grass roots communication a form of lobbying? 

4. Are the things that Robin Campbell told people to do lobbying under S. 1(1)(f) of 

the Lobbyists Act? 

5. Is there an exemption under s. 3(2)(c) of the Lobbyists Act? 

 
 
Findings 

 
1. Public speaking 

I am of the view that a former Cabinet Minister speaking out on an issue publicly through 
speeches and published articles within the period of post-employment restrictions is not 
lobbying a public office holder.  However, while an opinion may be expressed about an 
issue, a former cabinet minister cannot use these occasions to seek to persuade 
members of the public to communicate directly with a public office holder in an attempt 
to place pressure on the public office holder to endorse a particular opinion. I did not 
hear what Mr. Campbell said on the radio show but his opinion piece and the interview 
with the Calgary Herald did not go that far.  
 

2. Direct lobbying 

There is no evidence that Mr. Campbell directly lobbied any public officer holder. I 
believe him that he has been very careful not to do so. 
  

3. Grassroots lobbying 

This matter raises the issue of whether it is “lobbying” for the purposes of the Alberta 
Lobbyist Act if a person initiates or leads a grassroots communication campaign but 
does not directly communicate with public office holders as part of that campaign. 
 
Section 1(1)(e) of the Act defines “grassroots communication” as: 
 

 appeals to members of the public through the mass media or by direct 
communication that seek to persuade members of the public to communicate 
directly with a public office holder in an attempt to place pressure on the public 
office holder to endorse a particular opinion. 

 
This term is only used in Schedule 1, s.2(q) and Schedule 2, s.2(p) of the Act, which 
require consultant lobbyists and organization lobbyists to report on their returns if they 
have used or expect to use grassroots communication as a technique of communication 
in their lobbying activities. 
 
 “Lobby” is defined in section 1(1)(f) of the Act as “to communicate with a public office 
holder” in an attempt to influence the public office holder with regard to certain matters. 
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The definition does not specify whether the communication with a public office holder 
must be direct communication, nor does it refer to indirect lobbying or grassroots 
communication.  
 
There is no question on the meaning of “grassroots communication” itself. However, 
given the inclusion of the definition of grassroots communication in the Act, and the 
requirement to report it as a technique of communication, it needs to be considered 
whether grassroots communications is implicitly a form of (indirect) lobbying under the 
Act. 
 
There are two possible interpretations.  The first is that “grassroots communication” is 
only a technique of communication for the purposes of the Act, and should not on its 
own be considered to be lobbying in the absence of direct communication between the 
lobbyist and a public office holder. The second interpretation is that, because it is 
specifically reportable as a technique of communication for lobbying, it is implicit that 
engaging in this type of activity is lobbying for the purposes of the Act. 
 
There are six provinces that refer to “grass-roots communication” in their lobbyists 
legislation. The Nova Scotia Lobbyists Registration Act in particular is slightly different 
than other jurisdictions, as it defines lobbying as communicating “with a public-office 
holder, directly or through grass-roots communication, in an attempt to influence” certain 
matters.  As grass-roots communication is specifically referenced in this definition, there 
is no question as to whether engaging in grass roots communication is captured in the 
definition of lobbying. 
 
Of the remaining five provinces, the Acts are similar to Alberta’s in that grassroots 
communication is reportable as a technique of communication but is not clearly defined 
as being lobbying. While Canada and Ontario have both interpreted grass-roots 
communication to be included as lobbying, Newfoundland and Labrador, Alberta and 
Saskatchewan have not yet definitively interpreted this issue for the purposes of their 
respective jurisdictions. 
 
The City of Toronto’s Lobbying By-law also considers grass-roots lobbying to be a form 
of lobbying. 
 
In the United States, the federal government does not regulate grassroots lobbying, but 
over 30 states do, with some defining lobbying as direct or indirect communication with 
public officials, and others defining it as any attempt to influence public officials.  
Reporting requirements varying from state to state. Washington, West Virginia, Oregon, 
California, Florida and New York are among those states that regulate grass-roots 
lobbying in one form or another. 
 
No Canadian courts have yet considered whether the wording in one of the respective 
provincial Acts should be interpreted to include grass-roots communication as implicit 
within the definition of lobbying, and not just as a technique of communication that would 
only need to be reported if employed if used in conjunction with other direct lobbying 
activities that are clearly subject to the Act(s).  
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American courts have been more active in this area, including the key case of U.S. v. 
Harriss [347 U.S. 612 (74 S.Ct. 808, 98 L.Ed. 989)], a 1954 decision of the U.S. 
Supreme Court, in which the Court considered the constitutionality of the (then) Federal 
Lobbying Act. While the court in Harriss purported to limit the scope of the federal 
lobbying statute to “direct communication with members of Congress on pending or 
proposed federal legislation”, it then went on to define “direct communication” as 
including “direct pressures, exerted by the lobbyists themselves or through their 
hirelings or through an artificially stimulated letter campaign”, thereby suggesting that 
an “artificially stimulated letter campaign” could be considered a “direct” communication 
with Members of Congress. This interpretation has been followed by several U.S courts 
since. 

 
In considering this matter, one must also consider the Alberta Interpretation Act, which 
applies to every Alberta enactment, as it may provide a clear answer to the question of 
interpretation that has been raised. In this case, however, it does not assist in in the 
interpretation of this issue. Absent a clear answer within either the definitions of the 
legislation in question or in the Interpretation Act, it is necessary to apply the principles 
of statutory interpretation. 
 
In the Supreme Court of Canada case of Canada (Canada Human Rights Commission) 
v. Canada (Attorney General) [2011 SCC 53], the Supreme Court of Canada reiterated 
the preferred approach to statutory interpretation as has been repeatedly cited by the 
Supreme Court: 
 

 The question is one of statutory interpretation and the object is to seek the intent 
of Parliament by reading the words of the provision in their entire context and 
according to their grammatical and ordinary sense, harmoniously with the 
scheme and object of the Act and the intention of parliament (E.A. Driedger, 
Construction of Statutes (2nd ed. 1983), at p.87, quoted in Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes 
Inc. Ltd. (Re), 1998 CanLII 837 (SCC), [1998] 1 S.C.R. 27, at para. 21). 

 
In interpreting the meaning of a provision in a statute, one must therefore consider the 
plain and ordinary meaning of the text, as well as the broader context of the legislation 
as a whole, including the intent of the Legislature, history of the legislation, and what 
the consequences would be if the proposed interpretation was adopted. 
 
a. Plain and Ordinary Meaning 
 
To determine whether the legislature intended to have grassroots communication 
implicitly included in the definition of lobbying, it is useful to consider the plain and 
ordinary meaning of “lobby”.  
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www.dictionary.com, an online dictionary, defines “lobby” as including: 
 

 a group of persons who work or conduct a campaign to influence 
members of a legislature  to vote according to the group's special interest. 

 to solicit or try to influence the votes of members of alegislative body 

 to try to influence the actions of (public officials, especially legislators). 

 
Black’s Law Dictionary defines “lobbying” as: 

 
All attempts including personal solicitation to induce legislators to vote in a 
certain way or to introduce legislation. It includes scrutiny of all pending bills 
which affect one’s interest or the interest of one’s client, with a view toward 
influencing the passage or defeat of such legislation. (emphasis added). 

 
The Oxford Dictionary defines “lobby” as including:  

 

 A group of people seeking to influence politicians or public officials on a 
particular issue; and 

 An organized attempt by members of the public to influence politicians or 
public officials. 

 
The plain and ordinary meaning of the terms “lobby” based on the above definitions 
appears to be broad enough to encompass both direct and indirect lobbying.  The key 
to these definitions also does not appear to be whether the lobbying is done either 
directly or indirectly, but whether the activity – however carried out – accomplishes, or 
is trying to accomplish, the purpose of seeking to influence the actions of public officials. 

 
While the term “grassroots lobbying” is not defined in these dictionaries, it appears to 
have a very specific meaning in the lobbying industry.  This definition is expressed on 
Wikipedia as including the following elements: 
 

 Grassroots lobbying, or indirect lobbying, is a form of lobbying that focuses 
on raising awareness in the general population of a particular cause at the 
local level, with the intention of influencing the legislative process. 

 

 It is an approach that separates itself from direct lobbying through the act of 
asking the general public to contact legislators and government official 
concerning the issue at hand, as opposed to conveying the message to the 
legislators directly.   

 

 The unique characteristic of grassroots lobbying, is that it involves stimulating 
the politics of specific communities. 

 

 The main two tactics used in indirect advocacy are contacting the press (by 
either a press conference or press release), and mobilizing the mass 
membership to create a movement. 
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 Grassroots lobbying oftentimes implement the use of media, ranging from 
television to print, in order to expand their outreach. Other forms of free 
media that make a large impact are things like boycotting, protesting and 
demonstrations.  

 

 The trend of the past decade has been the use of social media outlets to 
reach people across the globe. Using social media is, by nature, a grassroots 
strategy. 

 

 Mobilizing a specific group identified by the lobby puts pressure on the 
legislators to address the concerns of this group. These tactics are used after 
the lobbying group gains the public’s trust and support through public 
speaking, passing out flyers, and even campaigning through mass media.  

 

Study.com’s website also states the following regarding direct versus grassroots 

lobbying: 

Direct vs. Grassroots Lobbying 

Official lobbying organizations engage in direct lobbying, through which they appeal 
directly to members of the U.S. Congress, or their staff members, for changes in 
legislation….. 

By comparison, grassroots lobbying involves appealing to the general public in the 
hopes that people, rather than lobbyists, will contact government officials about an 
issue. Grassroots lobbying can take the form of petitions….signed by members of 
the public and presented to Congress. It also involves members of the public calling, 
emailing, faxing or even visiting their congressional representatives….. 

 
Grassroots lobbying is also recognized by some in the lobbying industry as a highly 
effective method of lobbying. Scott Proudfoot, for example, in an online article by entitled 
The Elements of Successful Lobbying states that effective grassroots lobbying, for 
which increasingly the internet is the organizational medium of choice for organizing 
and managing effective grassroots campaigns, “extends the strength and impact of your 
organization well beyond your actual economic impact and numerical strength.” 
 
“Lobbying” in its ordinary and grammatical sense can therefore be interpreted to include 
both direct and grassroots (or indirect) lobbying. Notwithstanding this, it is necessary to 
consider this issue in the broader context of the Act as a whole to determine whether 
the Legislature intended “lobby” to implicitly include engaging in grassroots 
communications. 
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b. Broader context of legislation 
 
The history of the legislation and the practical consequences of adopting a particular 
interpretation also need be considered when trying to determine the Legislature’s 
intention.   
 
In this case, the definition of “lobby” and the references to “grassroots communication” 
were part of the original version of the Act.  However, a review of the Alberta Hansard 
does not reveal any discussions with regard to this particular issue and is not of 
assistance in trying to determine the Legislature’s intention with regard to these 
provisions. 
 
The practical consequences if a proposed interpretation is adopted must also be 
considered, and specifically, whether the interpretation would result in an absurd or 
impractical result. One must consider the purpose of a grassroots communication 
campaign, and what it is attempting to accomplish.  Grassroots lobbying is a common 
technique of lobbying and can be an effective means of lobbying public officials. If the 
purpose of the activity at its core is to communicate with a public office holder in an 
attempt to influence certain matters, whether that communication is done directly or 
indirectly does not change the purpose of the activity.   
  
To interpret this otherwise would result in potentially absurd consequences.  For 
example, organizations that would be otherwise be subject to registering under the Act 
could put all of their lobbying efforts into organizing grassroots campaigns to have 
others contact public officials in their stead and as their (unofficial) agent, to accomplish 
the lobbying objectives of the organization, but argue that, because this was not a 
“direct” effort on their behalf, that they should not be required to report such activities 
due to the term “grassroots communication” or “grassroots lobbying” not being 
specifically referenced in the definition of lobbying in the Act.   

 
It must also be considered that the Legislature did not need to include any reference to 
“grassroots communications” at all in the legislation (and indeed some jurisdictions have 
not included any reference to grassroots communications in their Acts). It follows that 
specifically including “grassroots communication” as a technique of communication 
reportable on lobbying returns was done both with intention and for a specific purpose. 
If there was no intention to also implicitly capture grassroots communications within the 
definition of lobby then it is unclear why such activities would even require reporting in 
the lobbyists’ returns as they would be irrelevant for the purposes of the Act. 
 
The key consideration is whether the lobbyist has communicated with a public officer 
for the purposes defined in the Act.  The method of communication is only the means 
to accomplish the larger purpose, which is the lobbying of the public office holder. 
Whether this communication with the public office holder was direct or indirect is simply 
describing how the lobbying was effected. 
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In summary, considering: 
 

 the specific inclusion of the requirement to report “grassroots communication” 
as a technique of lobbying, 

 the reference to “communication” in the definition of lobbying not being 
specifically limited to direct communication only, 

 how similar wording has been considered and interpreted in other provinces 
and jurisdictions,  

 the plain and ordinary meaning of the relevant terms, and 

 the potential consequences of the respective interpretations 
 

in my view it is implicit in the Act that communicating with a public officer indirectly 
through a grassroots communications campaign in an attempt to influence certain 
matters as set out in the Act is lobbying for the purposes of the Act. 

 

4. Did the meetings constitute grass roots lobbying? 

The express intent of the meetings was to educate the public in the areas in the Province 
where there were coal mines and coal-generated electricity plants and to encourage 
local residents to contact their MLAs to contact to request further information about the 
Climate Leadership Plan and to expressly inquire about impact on employment. 
Requesting further information and asking questions about employment impact by itself 
does not constitute lobbying. Obviously educational sessions are also not lobbying.  
 
The posters advertising the meetings do not go further than this intent. For the most 
part the presentation was factual. However, the handout states: “We need to encourage 
the government to consult with Albertans and provide details, potential costs, and how 
they will address the community impacts and unintended consequences” and refers to 
a “grassroots information and mobilization effort”. It also tells people to “Contact the 
Provincial Government to express concern and request more information about the 
Plan”. 
 
A biography of Robin Campbell was on a table at each meeting with the handout. At the 
bottom of the biography there is box with a statement: 
 

“As a former MLA, Robin suggests that Albertans need to connect directly with their 
elected officials to find out how their jobs, lifestyles and communities will be 
impacted-and what the government plans to do about it.”… “Alberta will be 
significantly impacted by the unintended consequences of the Climate Leadership 
Plan. We need to be involved in the discussion.” 

 
As well, comments were made during the presentation that the Government should be 
investing research and development money into making the use of coal greener. 
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I am of the view that the sessions go further than education and asking people to contact 
their MLAs to ask questions. The nature of the presentation and the background of those 
attending is such that it stretches all credibility to think those contacting their MLAs or 
named Ministers would merely ask questions. They undoubtedly would have expressed 
their opinion on the Climate Leadership Plan. To do so would bring them within section 
1(1)(f) of the Lobbyists Act in that they would be attempting to influence policy. 
 
Therefore, given that the ACT campaign was a grassroots campaign and given that 
grassroots communication is a form of lobbying, the ACT campaign constitutes 
lobbying. 

 

5. Is there an exemption under s. 3(2)(c) of the Lobbyists Act? 

Section 3 of the Lobbyists Act sets out restrictions on the application of the Act. There 
are many. Of relevance to this investigation is subsection (2)(c). It reads: 

 

(2) This Act does not apply in respect of a submission made in any manner 

as follows: 

(c) to a public office holder by an individual on behalf of a person 

or organization in response to a request initiated by a public office 

holder for advice or comment on any matter referred to in section 

1(1)(f)(i); 

 
It is my view that the phasing out of coal generated electricity on an accelerated 
schedule would fit within section 1(1)(f)(i). 
 
 The Government of Alberta has a website dedicated to climate leadership. It can be 
found at www.Alberta.ca/climate.cfm. It is entitled Alberta Climate Leadership Plan. It 
features a section “Tell us what you think” which invites Albertans to give feedback on 
the plan. 
 
Also embedded in the website is a video of the Premier making the announcement on 
the Climate Leadership Plan wherein she says: “I’m inviting all Albertans to read it 
[referring to the Plan] carefully and to let us know what you think of our proposals.” 
 
This call for a response clearly fits within the exception in section 3(2)(c) of the Lobbyists 
Act. As a result the Act does not apply and Mr. Campbell cannot be said to have 
engaged in lobbying for the purposes of either the Lobbyists Act or the Conflicts of 
Interest Act. 
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