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Section 1.

CONTEXT AND 
PURPOSE OF 
THE REPORT

THE CIVIC AND REGULATORY 
INNOVATION LABORATORY (LICER)

LICER is led by the Maison de l’innovation 
sociale (MIS) in collaboration with the Cité-ID 
LivingLab of the École nationale d’administration 
publique (ENAP) and Dark Matter Labs. LICER 
strives to support the deployment of mobility 
and food projects from Montréal in Common. 

The objective is to make the municipal 
regulatory framework evolve within the context 
of controlled and shared risk-taking, and 
thereby to actively support the deployment 
of innovative projects anchored in the socio-
ecological transition while also encouraging the 
participation of public actors and Montrealers.

LICER also works to develop new institutional 
practices. In this regard, LICER’s goal is to 
support Montréal in its desire to implement 
new approaches that will make the municipal 
regulatory framework a lever for innovation.

A FRUITFUL COLLABORATION

LICER emerged from a series of reflections 
by various partners who for some time 
have been thinking about the financial and/
or legislative frameworks that structure the 
environments in which we live.1 These reflections 
have led to numerous projects developing 
new regulatory approaches in response 
to current imperatives for innovation.2 

It is in this context that the Montréal Urban 
Innovation Lab (LIUM) has supported the creation 
of a regulatory experimentation laboratory in 
Montréal. In its current incarnation, LICER has 
formed itself around the fruitful collaboration 
and shared expertise of the MIS, the Cité-ID 
LivingLab of ENAP, and Dark Matter Labs. 

A REPORT FOR THE MONTRÉAL IN 
COMMON INNOVATION COMMUNITY 

The findings in this report were gathered during 
the course of LICER’s activities during the 
year 2021. They include preliminary reflections 
on the relationship between innovation and 
regulation, on the role of regulation in the 
deployment of projects carried out by the 
Montréal in Common community, and more 
broadly, on the potential of regulation in the 
context of the socio-ecological transition. 

By sharing these findings, LICER seeks to 
fuel a discussion—one that brings together 
the full complement of actors involved in 
the Montréal in Common program, as well as 
public administrators and Montrealers—on the 
challenges and opportunities involved in the 
relationship between innovation and regulation. 

A summary of findings is published annually 
by the LICER team. Read the 2020 edition.

To discuss these findings, contact us!

https://www.passerelles.quebec
https://www.passerelles.quebec
mailto:licer%40mis.quebec?subject=
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Section 2.

REGULATORY 
INNOVATION: 

AN EMERGING 
PRACTICE 

Over the course of 2021, several LICER initiatives 
investigated the emerging practice of regulatory 
innovation and documented the tension that exists 
between innovation and traditional practices of 
regulatory implementation and enforcement.

LITERATURE REVIEW ON INNOVATION 
IN A REGULATORY CONTEXT 

To date, the literature on regulatory innovation 
is limited. In recent years, NESTA, a U.K.-based 
foundation that works to test and scale new 
solutions to large-scale societal problems, has 
produced a series of white papers on this topic. 
Two reports—Renewing regulation: “Anticipatory 

regulation” in an age of disruption3 and 20 Tools 

for Innovating in Government4—are essential 
guides because they address regulatory innovation 
from a broader transformational perspective 
of institutional governance. Other NESTA 
studies (in collaboration with the Government 
of Canada’s Centre for Regulatory Innovation) 
address the question of experimentation 
in a regulatory context more specifically.5 
Notably, these studies address the relevance 
of experimentation for regulatory agencies.

INTERNATIONAL CASE STUDIES

Twenty-five regulatory innovation projects were 
identified by LICER, and certain descriptive 
data were collected. Nine projects were then 
selected by LICER based on the relevance of 
the innovation, the scale of the intervention, 
the legal system involved, and the mechanisms 
of participation in the process. The objective 
was to create a portrait of different types of 
regulatory-innovation approaches. In addition 
to these case studies, four interviews were 
conducted with project leaders to provide a 
granular understanding of the challenges and 
opportunities associated with the deployment 
of regulatory-innovation initiatives. (Figure 1)

REVIEW OF REGULATORY TOOLS IN A 
CONTEXT OF ECOLOGICAL TRANSITION

Grey literature produced by Montréal (the city 
centre and its boroughs) was consulted to 
identify how policies and action plans deal with 
regulation in sectors involved in the transition. 
Two examples of initiatives that put regulation 
at the service of the ecological transition are 
the first phase of regulatory revision of urban 
planning bylaws in the borough of Rosemont-
La Petite-Patrie6 and the regulatory actions put 
forward in the 2020-2030 Montréal Climate Plan7.

The lessons learned have allowed us to 
identify certain potential levers for the 
evolution of regulatory frameworks and 
processes in support of innovation. 

https://www.nesta.org.uk/report/renewing-regulation-anticipatory-regulation-in-an-age-of-disruption/
https://www.nesta.org.uk/report/renewing-regulation-anticipatory-regulation-in-an-age-of-disruption/
https://media.nesta.org.uk/documents/20_Tools_Innovating_Government_RCB1Iuj.pdf
https://media.nesta.org.uk/documents/20_Tools_Innovating_Government_RCB1Iuj.pdf


Regulation in a context of adaptation, change, and uncertainty  

THE TENSION BETWEEN INNOVATION 
AND REGULATION

Generally speaking, regulation involves formal, 
explicit rules that constrain behaviour and 
organize interactions. Regulation implies 
certain normative dimensions that confer 
values and expectations with respect to 
roles, obligations, rights, and responsibilities. 
Regulation also has a cognitive dimension, 
chiefly in the form of belief systems that 
process information and orient action.8

Innovation, on the other hand, and more 
specifically social innovation, is a “new idea, 
approach or intervention [...] that responds 
more adequately and sustainably than existing 
solutions to a well-defined social need.”9 It 
is a solution that has “been adopted by an 
institution, organization or community and 
that produces a measurable benefit for the 
community [...] [I]t constitutes, in its inherent 
creativity, a break with the status quo.”10  

Innovation “pushes the boundaries of existing 
regulation and thus has significant but unknown 
impacts.”11 Innovation and regulation therefore 
tend to be in opposition. In the idea of breaking 
with the status quo, the implementation of 
new ideas, approaches, or interventions entails 
a certain degree of uncertainty and risk. This 
break is all the more pronounced in the context 
of major upheavals such as the climate crisis or 
the acceleration of technological advances. 

THE NEED TO WELCOME AND 
SUPPORT INNOVATION

The unprecedented changes brought about by 
these upheavals and the speed with which they 
are occurring create a context in which existing 
regulations are becoming obsolete. It is necessary 
to revise existing frameworks, with the objective 
of adapting and responding to the imperatives 
of change—while also taking care to ensure the 
legitimacy of these new frameworks. 

The need to make these decisions and build 
a collective infrastructure for navigating in an 
uncertain context is a constant challenge for 
regulatory bodies.12 In this context, regulatory 
innovation aims to deeply interrogate the way 
regulation interacts with new ideas and—in 
support of its transformation—with society. 
Rather than speak of deregulation that by 
default supports principally corporate interests, 
as is often the case, regulatory innovation 
seeks to put forward new practices that 
better facilitate and support innovation. 

Montréal and the socio-ecological transition  

THE FIGHT AGAINST CLIMATE 
CHANGE ON A LOCAL SCALE

Municipalities are a site of activation for 
international climate principles and agreements. 
At the local level, major objectives exist in direct 
dialogue with the desires of citizens and the 
places where they live. In this sense, the municipal 
world is mobilizing for the socio-ecological 
transition.13 The numerous challenges raised by 
the local fight against climate change inform the 
establishment of a multitude of public policies. 

Consider the 2020-2030 Montréal Climate Plan, 
which “constitutes one of the tools Montréal has 
developed to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, in 
accordance with the One Planet Charter to which 
it is a signatory.”14 The Climate Plan identifies 
46 actions related in particular to the greening 
of living environments and the accelerated 
adoption of more sustainable lifestyles. 

Montréal 2030: Citywide Strategic Plan also puts 
forward the city’s vision for the future.  
One of the four major guideposts of this vision is 
to accelerate the ecological transition “by taking 
concrete action to reduce GHGs [greenhouse 
gases], limit the extent of climate change, adapt to 
it, and mitigate its impacts—while also enhancing 
urban resilience. The ecological transition invites 
us to “explore new ways of consuming, producing, 
and working and living together to respond to 
major environmental and social challenges.”15

We are thus at a key moment for the reimagining 
of a municipal public governance that adapts, 
supports, and encourages climate solutions at  
the level of living environments—in short, one  
that operationalizes the transition. LICER focuses 
its activities on the transformative potential of 
regulatory innovation at the local level—borough, 
city, or region. 

The idea is simple: to support innovation projects 
related to the socio-ecological transition. 
On the one hand, the goal is to review the 
regulatory content in a manner that can support 
climate solutions. On the other, it is to consider 
new processes for designing, implementing, 
documenting, and evaluating regulations. 



L I C E RP.  1 0 P.  1 1

ACCESSIBILITY AND LEGIBILITY OF 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS  

Several approaches aim to make complex 
legislative frameworks more accessible or to make 
regulatory barriers to innovative initiatives more 
visible. The objective is to improve civic 
engagement with regulatory content and 
processes (e.g., permit applications) in order to 
empower innovators and public actors to 
implement innovative projects ( 4  Ofgem’s for 

Industry).

FORMALIZED REGULATORY TESTING  

Several approaches surveyed aim to formalize an 
experimentation mechanism in which regulatory 
bodies and institutions can test new solutions 
supporting innovative initiatives that would 
otherwise encounter certain regulatory barriers to 
deployment. In this sense, experimentation aims 
generally to test a new approach with the goal of 
generating evidence that can inform the design or 
revision of a regulatory framework ( 3  Innovation 

Sandboxes Project). 

Different approaches to experimentation exist, 
but these broadly include the following phases:  

 — Identifying the hypotheses 
or learning objectives 

 — Designing the experiment (e.g., locale, 
duration, implementation methods, roles 
and responsibilities of stakeholders) 

 — Identifying the data to be collected 
and the method of collection

 — Carrying out the experiment 

 — Drawing conclusions from the experiment 
in relation to the hypotheses formulated 

REGULATORY TRANSFORMATION  

Even if most regulatory-innovation approaches 
aim to transform methods of regulation, not all of 
them necessarily lead to a change in regulatory 
content or process. The approaches that are part 
of regulatory transformation have the explicit goal 
of rewriting or modifying existing laws or 
regulations ( 5  ICO Regulatory Sandbox).

EVOLUTION OF LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION 
OR LEGAL FRAMEWORKS

The evolution of legislative jurisdiction or legal 
frameworks seeks to question the role of public 
authorities in the formulation and application of 
laws and regulations. These approaches are less 
concerned with the content of regulation than 
with improving the sharing of legislative powers or 
even rethinking in depth the legislative 
frameworks in relation to the challenges of our 
time ( 1  ReLaw). 

CROSS-SECTOR SUPPORT AND ENGAGEMENT

Regulatory-innovation approaches address a 
major need: They support innovators and public 
administrators in the deployment of innovative 
projects incorporating legislative dimensions. 
These approaches ensure that the actors who are 
essential to the success of the projects are 
brought together and that a framework is put in 
place to allow for real collaboration and co-design 
of solutions ( 3  Innovation Sandboxes Project). 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 

Certain surveyed approaches consider 
incorporating new mechanisms for citizen 
participation into existing regulatory review and 
adoption processes. These mechanisms aim to 
underscore the legitimacy of the regulations 
produced as well as their relevance, providing an 
opportunity for community organizations and 
citizens to offer additional insight into how new 
practices might be framed ( 7  Purpoz).

3
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1. ReLaw 
Canada

2. Office of Regulatory Relief 
United States  

3. Innovation Sandboxes Project 
Canada

4. Ofgem’s Innovation Link 
United Kingdom

5. ICO Regulatory Sandbox 
United Kingdom

6. Amsterdam CE Regulatory Dashboard 
Netherlands

7. Purpoz 
France

8. Regulatory Sandbox for  
Smart Energy Innovations 
Singapore

9. Hiroshima Sandbox 
Japan

Figure 1. Emerging practices of regulatory innovation 

Many public actors and regulatory organizations are looking into ways 
to adapt regulatory frameworks to support innovation.  

The diversity of approaches 
to regulatory innovation 

The emerging practice of regulatory innovation 
encompasses a diversity of approaches that 
vary in their objectives, potential benefits, and 
stakeholders. Regulatory innovation encompasses 
innovation both of content and of process. 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/energy-policy-and-regulation/policy-and-regulatory-programmes/innovation-link-share-your-energy-ideas
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/energy-policy-and-regulation/policy-and-regulatory-programmes/innovation-link-share-your-energy-ideas
https://questcanada.org/innovation-sandboxes-project/
https://questcanada.org/innovation-sandboxes-project/
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/regulatory-sandbox/
https://www.wcel.org/program/relaw
https://questcanada.org/innovation-sandboxes-project/
https://purpoz.com/
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Section 3.

MONTRÉAL IN COMMON: 
EXPERIMENTATION AND 

TRANSFORMATION 

During the course of 2021, LICER established 
close collaborations with certain Montréal in 
Common actors. These collaborations have 
focused LICER’s work on certain specific 
regulatory themes. The resulting findings have to 
do with how best to improve support for concrete 
innovations emanating from the field relating 
to the transformation of living environments. 

COLLABORATIONS WITH MONTRÉAL 
IN COMMON’S PROJECT LEADERS 

LICER has formalized collaborations with the 
organizations Solon and the Laboratoire sur 
l’agriculture urbaine (AU/LAB) to carry out 
projects involving transformations of living 
environments around food and mobility.  
A joint project has been initiated with each 
organization to identify regulatory factors 
that obstruct and facilitate deployment and 
to develop experiments to test the integration 
of new practices in real-world conditions. 

ANALYSIS OF THE REGULATIONS RELEVANT 
TO FOOD AND MOBILITY PROJECTS 

Understanding the regulatory context in which 
Montréal in Common’s projects operate requires 
a review of various planning and regulatory 
tools at different levels. LICER, in collaboration 
with students from l’Université du Québec à 
Montréal (UQAM), has documented the regulatory 
specificities at the scale of selected boroughs as 
well as cross-cutting concerns at the municipal 
level. This analysis has contributed to various 
findings on the nature and content of the existing 
regulations, as well as to the real potential of 
intervening in future regulatory development. 

INTERVIEWS WITH PUBLIC ADMINISTRATORS 

Interviews were conducted with a sampling of 
public administrators, including officials from 
management, urban planning, and permits 
and inspections. Six actors were interviewed 
in the boroughs of Rosemont-La Petite-Patrie 
and Ahuntsic-Cartierville. These conversations 
addressed the development of ecological 
transition policies, the identifying of elements 
in each borough that promote and limit 
regulatory review, and the place of citizens 
in the regulatory modification process.
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Towards a transformation of living environments, 
in support of the transition 

The Montréal in Common projects propose certain 
urban and social transformations. These aim to 
improve living environments and fall largely within 
the context of the ecological and social transition. 
They reflect both emerging collective aspirations 
and paradigm shifts in land use. As such, these 
proposed transformations conflict with existing 
regulatory frameworks (Figure 2). 

The Montréal in Common projects thus 
give rise to questions about the relevance 
of the social norms and values embodied 
in current laws and regulations.

THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE GREENHOUSE 
IN AN URBAN ENVIRONMENT 

The Montréal in Common projects seek to 
increase access to fresh and local produce for 
all Montrealers. This desire is in response certain 
observations, namely the insufficient quantity and 
quality of fresh food in certain neighbourhoods 
and the city’s high rates—among the highest in 
Canada16—of food insecurity. Certain proposals 
work in the same vein; for instance, the 
Laboratoire sur l’agriculture urbaine  
(AU/LAB) aims to democratize urban agriculture 
practices by bringing urban greenhouses 
into public spaces and residential areas.

Several boroughs have already adopted planning 
documents supporting the local deployment 
of urban agriculture practices. An analysis of 
these documents shows that they deal chiefly 
with two components. On the one hand, they 
are interested in creating a framework for 
commercial urban agriculture endeavors.

On the other, the boroughs want to see the 
emergence of collective or community-based 
initiatives.17 The practice of urban agriculture on 
a residential scale remains largely prohibited: 
Regulations don’t explicitly permit it, even if some 
boroughs are tolerant of it. Citizens who would like 
to install a greenhouse or carry out a collective 
greenhouse project face numerous obstacles.  
They are constrained by zoning bylaws and 
building regulations, among other things, and must 
navigate an approval system that is poorly suited 
to this type of so-called “temporary” structure.

The tensions that emerge here—between existing 
regulations, on the one hand, and the desire to 
popularize urban agricultural practices, on the 
other—call into question outdated regulatory 
frameworks that prohibit these practices. 
Issues of health and potential nuisance once 
justified the banning of agricultural practices in 
urban environments; today, the transformation and 
evolution of these same practices justifies their 
reintegration. Moreover, the potential integration 
of these structures into residential space—for 
example, in front or back yards—challenges certain 
social values. In North America, an uncluttered and 
orderly front yard represents an ideal of upper-
and middle-class social conformity. 
Yet these underutilized spaces overflow with 
potential as sites for different projects related to 
the socio-ecological transition: urban agriculture, 
urban densification, the sharing economy, the 
strengthening of the social fabric, and so on. 

On October 12, 2021 the urban winter greenhouse 
project led by the Laboratoire sur l’agriculture urbaine 
(AU/LAB) in collaboration with the Carrefour solidaire 
Community Food Centre is being installed on the 
Promenade des saveurs, with greenhouses being 
built out of converted carports (car shelters).

Read about it here:   
“Reimagining carports as tools for food security: the first 
regulatory experimentation supported by the LICER”

©
 M

ax
im

e 
La

p
o

st
o

lle

©
 M

ax
im

e 
La

p
o

st
o

lle

©
 M

ax
im

e 
La

p
o

st
o

lle

https://www.mis.quebec/en/actualites/carports-food-security-regulatory-experimentation-licer/ 
https://www.mis.quebec/en/actualites/carports-food-security-regulatory-experimentation-licer/ 
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REBALANCING THE FUNCTIONS 
AND USES OF THE STREET 

Montréal in Common’s projects seek to reduce 
our dependence on cars and to support the 
development of urban living environments with 
a rich and diverse local commercial, social, 
and cultural life—all within a context in which 
the car remains the predominant mode of 
transportation in Montréal.18 Therefore, certain 
projects are oriented around new proposals in 
terms of sustainable mobility and local services. 
In particular, the Solon project experiments 
with the appropriation of urban space, such 
as parking places, for alternative uses. 

The City Project: Imagining the Montréal of 
2050 (2021) is an initiative of the Service de 
l’urbanisme et de la mobilité. It recognizes that 
residents cannot take advantage of the street 
as a public space due to its monopolization by 
the automobile.19 In the years since the issuing 
of the Transportation Plan (2008), Montréal has 
adopted several policies, strategic plans, and 
action plans that affirm the administration’s desire 
to reduce dependence on the automobile.20 
Certain measures seek, among other things, to 
promote an active public transportation system, 
to favour various modes of shared mobility, and 
to ensure a more balanced sharing of public 
space. Integrated parking management is one 

way to do this, through pricing, regulation, or 
measures affecting the availability and reallocation 
of the road network. The vast majority of these 
formal parking-reallocation strategies seek 
primarily to create new mobility spaces. In this 
light, it becomes relevant to consider possible 
uses for this reappropriated public space.

In some boroughs, spaces typically occupied 
by cars—among them terraces, placottoirs 
(parklets), and other urban-furniture installations 
or greening interventions—are already used 
for other purposes at different times of the 
year. Regulations define the permitted uses of 
public spaces, the possible duration of these 
uses, and the conditions of access (e.g., the 
permit-application process, costs, and liability 
requirements). Montréal in Common’s projects 
seek to increase the potential for reallocation by 
broadening the type of uses permitted, by making 
these uses permanent rather than one-time or 
seasonal, and by elevating the role of citizens in 
the design, use, and management of public space. 

The tensions that emerge here revolve around 
two issues: the desire to reduce the place 
given to the car by supporting new uses 
driven by citizen action; and the restrictive 
nature of the current regulations regarding 
spontaneous occupation of public space. 

Figure 2. Testing new practices  
through regulatory experimentation

The projects from Montréal in 
common identify areas where current 
legislation and regulation could 
evolve, to support innovative practices 
in mobility or food security. 

REGULATORY 
EXPERIMENTATION

LEGISLATION 
AND REGULATION

MONTRÉAL IN  
COMMON PROJECTS

TERRITORY

• Procurement
• Construction bylaws
• Zoning bylaws for agricultural uses
• Urban planning bylaws
• Shared infrastructures

• Urban planning bylaws - uses
• Occupation of public domain
• Accessory buildings
• Certificate of occupation
• Parking regulation

MONTRÉAL

REBALANCING 
THE FUNCTIONS 
AND USES OF THE 
STREET

DEMOCRATIZATION 
OF THE GREENHOUSE 
IN AN URBAN 
ENVIRONMENT

BOROUGH
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THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ASSESSMENT 
AND TRANSFER OF FINDINGS 

Assessment is a key step in the experimentation 
process. Without it, the impact of the 
experimentation is reduced. Indeed, the 
objective of experimentation is to generate 
data to validate or invalidate certain starting 
hypotheses or research objectives.25 

In a context of experimentation around new 
practices, data suggests how regulatory 
frameworks should or can evolve to support 
them. Findings must be disseminated in order 
to increase the potential impact of these 
experiments (going beyond one-off pilot projects) 
and promote the scaling up of the practices 
that have been tested. It therefore becomes 
crucial to think about the implementation of 
different transfer mechanisms: mechanisms for 
validation and sharing, mechanisms for scaling 
up, and mechanisms for institutionalization.26 

Assessment has another role to play in measuring 
the impact of regulatory changes. This is not yet 
a common practice in municipal government,27 
but it becomes an essential one when discussing 
regulatory changes in support of transition 
objectives. Indeed, when considering regulation 
as a lever for change, it is important to assess 
whether, and how, the regulatory mechanisms 
that have been developed respond adequately 
to the objectives. The lack of resources within 
the boroughs, which currently limits the capacity 
to evaluate and follow up on pilot projects, 
is a potential challenge to the deployment of 
experimentation in a regulatory context.28 

Integrating experimentation into municipal governance 

EXPERIMENTATION AS A MECHANISM 
FOR MANAGING CHANGE 

Montréal in Common’s projects are concrete 
examples of the transitional challenges that 
municipal administrations must deal with today. 
Many take the form of pilot projects, which have 
effectively become the preferred mechanism 
for boroughs to temporarily authorize new 
practices that would otherwise be prohibited.21

With the emergence of new practices comes 
the need for a new framework. The optimal way 
of making these regulations evolve to support 
these new practices is rarely obvious, however. 

Public administrators are often asked to regulate 
new practices without knowing exactly how. But 
once regulatory frameworks are in place, they are 
difficult to change, even if they apply to territories 
whose various municipalities have different 
profiles and needs. Thus there is a growing need 
for public actors to be able to test and assess 
new practices before formalizing new, scalable 
regulatory frameworks.22 Experimentation, in a 
regulatory context, would make it possible in 
particular to test the integration of new practices, 
with a view to orienting the continuing evolution 
of regulatory frameworks in support of them. 

Experimentation would also make it possible 
to assess the level of citizen engagement with 
a given new practice, as well as the variables 
affecting this engagement; to understand the 
challenges and opportunities associated with its 
integration; and to manage change in a controlled 
and transparent manner. Risk mitigation is a 
key outcome of the experiment which makes it 
possible to test change on a small scale and to 
involve different actors in the implementation.23 

Experimentation can even be carried out jointly 
between the public administration and the leaders 
of innovative projects. It is thus a trial-and-
error approach that opens up an intermediary 
path between the status quo (maintenance and 
enforcement of existing regulations) and change 
(for example, a new provision for uses that 
were previously prohibited). In a context where 
integrating new practices can be a challenge, 
experimentation relieves the pressure to “know 
it all” before acting and makes it easier to test 
new strategies in a real-world context.24 

Experimentation becomes the tool of 
innovators, but above all of administrations, 
in order to make paths of transition visible.
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EXPERIMENTATION AS A TOOL FOR 
DIALOGUE AND CO-PRODUCTION 

Many organizations, along with individual 
Montrealers, are already contributing to the 
socio-ecological transition by developing a 
multitude of projects in their communities or 
by putting pressure on elected officials and 
the public administration. It seems imperative, 
however, to ensure a new dialogue that permits 
citizens and community groups to participate 
in the process of regulatory innovation.29 

The involvement of a multitude of actors 
(elected officials, city officials, community 
organizations, Montrealers) in the design, 
implementation, and assessment of experiments 
contributes to the credibility, relevance, 
transparency, and potential impact of solutions. 

Experimentation, since it takes place in real-world 
conditions, also makes it possible to grant visibility 
to certain practices in order to develop the 
support of stakeholders—in addition to assessing 
whether these proposed transformations of 
living environments can be harmoniously 
integrated. The objective in creating a dialogue 
around concrete objects of experimentation is 
to mitigate risks associated with transformations 
that would be poorly adapted to their 
implementation context or unpopular due to the 
level of uncertainty they entail. There is a great 
need to raise the awareness of all stakeholders 
(citizens, civil society, public administration, 
and so forth) about the transformations and 
actions necessary to fight climate change.30 

In order to activate mobilization, real power 
to act and influence must be delegated to 
civil society and citizens, above and beyond 
existing consultative processes that can 
sometimes be perceived as mere formalities.

REFLECTION ON THE TERRITORIAL SCALES 
AND DYNAMICS AFFECTED BY REGULATION 

Rethinking our practices and habits in a context 
of socio-ecological transition means not only 
questioning our laws and regulations, but 
also the scale at which they are applied.

The vast challenges of the climate crisis make 
visible the interconnection of lifestyles and locales 
today. Montréal in Common’s projects strive for 
the most part to democratize certain practices 
and generate positive impacts on a local scale, 
as well as to activate a scaling up to encompass 
the entire Montréal territory (and why not also 
the region or even the province?). Whether it 
is a matter of increasing the local food supply 
or encouraging the appropriation of public 
space, no single initiative will create the changes 
we seek in the living environment: Rather, the 
combined efforts of a multitude of actors will.

The challenges of the socio-ecological transition 
thus require alternating between and among 
the local, the regional, the national, the global, 
and so forth. This leads us to question the 
current territorial divisions that underlie 
regulation—the boundaries of boroughs, 
private property, and public spaces. 

One potential regulatory experiment would involve 
testing and comparing solutions simultaneously 
or sequentially in different geographical areas, 
with a view to generating change on multiple 
scales. The pooling of monitoring mechanisms, 
the sharing of findings, and the consideration of 
territorial specificities would, in the long run, allow 
for reflection on the collectivization and scaling 
up of new practices to maximize their impact.31
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Section 4.

CONCLUSION: 
LICER AS A 
LEVER FOR 

CHANGE

The climate crisis is forcing us to do better in 
many respects; it is leading us to question our 
ways of living, producing, and consuming.  
Around the world, various policies and transition 
plans is to put in place generative systems 
rather than extractive ones—systems that better 
integrate the complexity of modern lifestyles and 
ensure the flourishing of ecosystems, as well as 
all human and non-human actors. This proposal is 
not easy to operationalize and will depend on our 
capacity to test different transition solutions that 
take into account territorial and social specificities. 

If we really want to reprogram these systems 
of transition, we need to look at the laws, rules, 
and other norms that govern our relationship 
to a given locale. Tomorrow’s solutions do not 
yet exist, but we must ensure that we create a 
regulatory context that allows their emergence.

One way to contribute to this vision is to promote 
regulatory experimentation as a strategy 
for collaboration and collective learning. 

To develop an approach to legislation that 
recognizes the uncertainty of our time and 
creates regulations based on real-world testing—
drawing on failures as well as successes. 

LICER’s aspiration is to contribute to a 
proposal in which regulation is not an end 
in itself, but rather a tool in continuous 
dialogue with our evolving contexts.

LICER aims to consolidate its role as an 
actor by setting in motion the mechanisms 
of experimentation and by validating 
and disseminating its findings. 

A collective perspective on issues and solutions 
remains at the heart of its approach. In order to 
formalize these intentions and to participate in the 
creation of a community of interest and regulatory 
practice, LICER will deploy numerous programs 
during 2022 involving the documentation 
and assessment of field experiments and the 
integration of the citizen perspective in the 
transformation of living environments. 
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