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Current Status Notice 

 

This paper references the TransPacific Trade Nexus (TPTN). Readers should note the 
following before proceeding: 
 
•  TPTN is at clickable prototype stage. No pilots have been executed. 
•  DGC-VV-2025-07 is an interim acknowledgement of completed self-assessment, not a 
certification or endorsement. Full conformance testing remains pending. 
•  All standards-alignment claims associated with TPTN reflect design intent and architectural 
specification unless independently verified through further testing or formal assessment. 
•  ISC Testing Stream TS12 (AI) evaluation is at TRL 6, score 92/96. This represents a pathway 
to funded prototype testing, not a procurement commitment or guaranteed revenue. 
•  Government and institutional engagements referenced in this paper are exploratory and do not 
imply endorsement, pilot authorization, or procurement interest. 
 
These conditions are not caveats to be minimized. They are the basis on which any 
serious institutional reader should understand what TPTN is at this stage. 
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE 
For Departmental and Ministerial Circulation 

 

Subject: Beyond Paperless Trade: Why Canada Should Assess Execution-Grade Digital Trade 
Infrastructure as Part of Its Trade Diversification Agenda 

 

Purpose 

To outline why current Canadian trade diversification efforts should be complemented by a structured 
assessment of execution-grade digital trade infrastructure, and to identify near-term decisions the 
Government of Canada could consider without implying procurement, endorsement, or funding 
commitment. 

 

Issue 

Canada's trade diversification challenge is increasingly an execution problem, not only a market-access 
problem. 

 

Canada has major trade agreements with digital trade provisions, is pursuing customs modernization 
efforts and has made commitments toward paperless trade facilitation, and has committed new support 
to trade corridors and export readiness. What it still lacks is the operational layer that helps Canadian 
firms — especially SMEs — execute compliant, auditable, multi-party trade transactions across new 
markets in real time. Canada has strong trade architecture at the agreement level, but does not yet have 
the domestic legal and infrastructure layer needed to give those commitments full operational effect. 

 

Why This Matters Now 

The strategic issue is not simply that other jurisdictions are modernizing. It is that the implementation 
layer of digital trade is still being defined, and operational evidence is helping shape the norms. 

 

Jurisdictions that contribute operational infrastructure and pilot evidence help shape emerging norms; 
jurisdictions that contribute only commentary risk inheriting them. Canada is active in the policy and 
standards conversation, but not yet with equivalent domestic operational proof. There is also a second 
risk: if Canada builds only the narrower document or filing layer now, it may later face the harder and 
more expensive task of retrofitting the execution layer onto infrastructure that was never designed for it. 

 

Canada's current federal direction — toward sovereign capacity, barrier reduction, and strategic capacity-
building — creates a logical home for this conversation. The relevant question is whether digital trade 
infrastructure will be treated with the same level of ambition as physical corridors and other nation-
building assets. Canada also holds a distinctive position in applied AI research and governance capacity. 
Directed toward sovereign public-interest infrastructure, that capacity could help shape not only the 
execution layer of digital trade, but the governance standards embedded within it. 

 

The Current Toolkit and Its Limits 

Current paperless-trade and customs-modernization efforts are valuable and should continue. They: 

• reduce paper handling and administrative friction 
• improve submission efficiency and support customs modernization 
• create conditions for legal equivalence where enabling legislation exists 
• lower some transaction costs for exporters 
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At the same time, these measures do not, by themselves, solve the operational problems that often 
determine whether exporters can successfully use trade agreements and diversify into new corridors. 
Those unresolved problems include: 

• last-minute amendments to transport or trade records 
• coordinated notification and confirmation across multiple parties 
• exception handling, escalation, and corridor-specific compliance guidance 
• real-time update propagation across exporter, broker, carrier, buyer, and regulator 
• practical SME usability across unfamiliar markets 

 

Strategic Implication 

Canada should not treat paperless trade as the end state. It should treat it as a necessary step within a 
broader transition toward execution-grade digital trade infrastructure. Paperless trade should therefore 
be treated as a floor, not the ceiling. Canada's opportunity is not merely to follow the emerging digital 
trade architecture, but to help shape the execution layer while it is still being defined. 

 

Decisions to Consider 

The Government of Canada may wish to consider: 

1. Whether to formally recognize the execution gap as a distinct policy problem within Canada's 
trade diversification agenda, separate from but complementary to paperless trade and customs 
modernization. 

2. Whether to assess options for a defined-scope pilot pathway for sovereign, standards-aligned 
digital trade infrastructure, using an evidence-first and procurement-safe approach. 

3. Whether to examine legislative pathway options for electronic trade document recognition and 
related trust-enablement measures, including the relevance of MLETR-consistent approaches 
and comparable common-law models. 

4. Whether to define, in advance, what pilots would need to demonstrate in order to justify any 
future scaling, support, or policy reliance, including auditability, interoperability, SME usability, 
oversight functionality, and regulator-grade evidence retrieval. 

5. Whether to align departmental and interdepartmental review across relevant federal actors — 
including trade, customs, transport, standards, and digital governance functions — so that 
digital trade infrastructure is assessed as a whole-of-government issue rather than a narrow 
document-digitization initiative. 

 

What This Brief Does Not Request 

This brief does not request: 

• a procurement decision 
• a funding commitment 
• endorsement or recognition of any initiative or pilot outcome that does not yet exist 
• treatment of any design-stage system as deployment-ready 

 

It is intended as a pathway and policy-analysis brief only. 

 

Relevance of TPTN 

Within this policy context, the TransPacific Trade Nexus (TPTN) is relevant as a Canadian design-stage 
infrastructure candidate aimed at the missing execution layer. It is currently at clickable prototype stage 
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and has not yet executed pilots. Its DGC validation statement is an interim acknowledgement of 
completed self-assessment, not certification or endorsement. Its relevance is therefore not that it is fully 
proven, but that it is directed at the right category of problem: sovereign, standards-aligned, execution-
grade digital trade infrastructure for Canadian exporters. 

 

TPTN has participated in relevant trade-policy and standards discussions and has been introduced in 
federal and provincial government contexts; these engagements remain exploratory and do not imply 
endorsement, pilot authorization, or procurement interest. 

 

Recommendation 

That the Government of Canada consider treating execution-grade digital trade infrastructure as a distinct 
area for policy assessment within the broader trade diversification agenda, and that an initial scoping 
assessment be undertaken to determine whether a pilot pathway is viable, what it would need to 
demonstrate, and how it should be evaluated before any future decision on broader support or adoption. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Canada's trade diversification challenge is increasingly an execution challenge. Canada has major trade 
agreements with digital trade provisions, is pursuing customs modernization efforts and has made 
commitments toward paperless trade facilitation, and has committed new public support to trade 
corridors, export readiness, and strategic economic capacity. Yet these measures do not, by themselves, 
provide Canadian firms — especially SMEs — with the operational infrastructure required to execute 
compliant, auditable, multi-party trade transactions across new markets in real time. The core gap is no 
longer only access to agreements. It is the absence of the execution layer needed to make those 
agreements operational at the transaction level. 

 

Paperless trade is a necessary and worthwhile step. It reduces paper handling, improves submission 
efficiency, supports customs modernization, and lowers some transaction costs. The empirical and policy 
literature supports those gains. But paperless trade does not, by itself, solve the operational problems 
that often determine whether diversification actually happens: last-minute amendments to transport or 
trade records, exception handling, coordinated notification and confirmation across multiple parties, 
corridor-specific compliance friction, and the practical usability barriers that prevent SMEs from 
converting market access into market entry. The distinction between document digitization and 
transaction execution is therefore not semantic. It is the policy hinge on which diversification now turns. 

 

This matters now because the global digital trade environment has entered a more consequential phase. 
The legal foundation is increasingly established, but the implementation layer is still being formed. The 
UNCITRAL instrument family, ASEAN DEFA, the EU eFTI Regulation, and the Commonwealth Model 
Law on Digital Trade are moving the system toward a more coherent architecture for trusted digital trade. 
In this phase, pilot evidence and operating models matter. Jurisdictions that contribute operational 
infrastructure and corridor-level proof help shape the emerging norms; jurisdictions that contribute only 
commentary risk inheriting them. Canada remains active in policy and standards discussions, but it does 
not yet operate a sovereign execution-grade digital trade infrastructure layer and has not enacted 
MLETR-equivalent legislation. That asymmetry is now strategically significant. The risk is not simply 
falling behind. It is building the narrower layer now and inheriting the retrofit problem later — at greater 
cost and with less influence over the architecture that results. 

 

Canada's current policy direction — toward sovereign capacity, barrier reduction, and strategic capacity-
building — creates a logical home for this conversation. The issue is whether Canada will apply the same 
level of ambition to the operational layer of trade that it is now applying elsewhere in its economic strategy. 
Canada also holds a distinctive position in applied AI research and governance capacity. If directed 
toward public-interest infrastructure, that capacity could help shape not only the execution layer of digital 
trade, but the governance standards embedded within it. 

 

The paper's practical claim is straightforward: paperless trade should be treated as a floor, not the ceiling. 
Canada should continue advancing paperless trade, Single Window modernization, and digital trade 
facilitation. But those measures are not sufficient to operationalize diversification on their own. A credible 
Canadian response would require legal enablement for trusted electronic trade records and 
interoperable, standards-aligned record exchange. It would also require workflow orchestration for 
amendments and exceptions, AI-assisted notifications with visible human oversight, regulator-grade 
auditability, and Canadian control of the infrastructure layer where public-interest and sovereignty 
concerns are engaged. This is what this paper refers to as execution-grade digital trade infrastructure. 

 



TransPacific Trade Nexus (TPTN)  |  Beyond Paperless Trade  |  April 2026  |  Page 7 

Within that policy framework, the TransPacific Trade Nexus (TPTN) is relevant as a Canadian design-
stage infrastructure candidate aimed at the missing execution layer. TPTN is currently at clickable 
prototype stage, has not yet executed pilots, and should not be treated as deployment-ready. Its DGC 
validation statement is an interim acknowledgement of completed self-assessment, not certification or 
endorsement. Its relevance lies elsewhere: it is directed at the correct category of problem — sovereign, 
standards-aligned, execution-grade digital trade infrastructure for Canadian exporters — and serves as 
a useful design-stage reference point for what a defined-scope pilot or policy assessment could examine. 

 

The conclusion of this paper is therefore not a procurement recommendation. It is a policy conclusion. If 
Canada wants trade diversification to become operational reality rather than recurring aspiration, it should 
move now to define, assess, and test the execution layer. The strategic window remains open. It will not 
remain open indefinitely. 
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1. Canada's Trade Diversification Challenge Is Now an Execution 
Challenge 

 

Canada's trade diversification objective is no longer constrained primarily by the absence of agreements. 
It is constrained by the gap between agreement access and transaction execution. 

 

Canada already holds a substantial trade architecture. Through agreements including CUSMA, CPTPP, 
and CETA, it has secured preferential access across major markets and committed itself to a range of 
digital trade provisions, including paperless trading, electronic authentication, and related facilitation 
measures. Federal policy now places renewed emphasis on reducing dependence on the United States 
market, expanding non-U.S. trade, strengthening trade corridors, and improving export readiness. These 
are important shifts. But they do not, by themselves, ensure that a Canadian SME can actually execute 
a compliant, auditable, cross-border transaction in a new market with manageable cost, manageable risk, 
and manageable operational complexity. 

 

That distinction matters because the operational burden of diversification falls most heavily on the firms 
the policy agenda most needs to mobilize. Large firms can absorb fragmented systems, hire specialist 
trade counsel, maintain customs expertise in-house, and work around documentary friction through scale. 
Smaller exporters generally cannot. For them, diversification is not only a matter of tariff access or buyer 
demand. It is a matter of whether they can navigate the live transaction itself: classification, origin, 
documentation, amendments, shipment changes, buyer requirements, logistics coordination, and 
regulatory traceability across multiple actors and jurisdictions. The policy problem is therefore not simply 
whether Canada has opened markets. It is whether Canadian firms have the execution environment 
needed to use that access in practice. 

 

This is where the current Canadian position becomes more exposed than it first appears. Canada has 
pursued trade liberalization and digital trade commitments at the treaty level, but it does not yet operate 
a unified sovereign digital trade infrastructure layer and has not enacted MLETR-equivalent legislation 
giving trusted electronic trade records full domestic legal effect. The legislative gap, the infrastructure 
gap, and the export concentration challenge are structurally connected. The asymmetry is not academic. 
It affects whether exporters can move from policy entitlement to operational reality with enough 
confidence, speed, and auditability to make diversification commercially viable. 

 

The practical consequence is that Canada's diversification challenge increasingly presents not as a 
shortage of agreements, but as a shortage of execution rails. The issue is not whether an exporter is 
legally allowed to sell into a CPTPP or CETA market. The issue is whether the exporter can prepare the 
right record set, manage destination-specific compliance, respond to changes in motion, preserve 
evidence, and coordinate action across exporter, broker, carrier, buyer, and regulator without reverting 
to fragmented email chains, manual workarounds, and duplicative data entry. In this respect, the 
diversification problem is operational before it is rhetorical. It is about how trade actually gets done. 

 

A firm may have market access and still fail to claim FTA benefits because the origin rules are hard to 
operationalize. A firm may have export-readiness support and still fail to complete a transaction cleanly 
because last-minute documentary changes do not propagate across the chain in a trusted, auditable 
way. A firm may use digital forms and still remain trapped in a document-centric workflow that reduces 
paper but does not reduce coordination risk. These are execution failures, not market-access failures. 
That is why the core policy reframe in this paper is necessary: Canada's trade diversification challenge 
is now increasingly an execution challenge. 
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The point is not to diminish the importance of current federal measures. Trade corridor investment, 
customs modernization, and export financing are active federal priorities. Paperless trade facilitation, 
where it is advancing, remains a necessary component of the same agenda. But these measures should 
be understood as enabling conditions rather than a complete response. Canada's challenge is not only 
whether it modernizes, but whether it modernizes at the right layer. A response focused only on the 
document layer risks creating the need to retrofit the execution layer later — at greater cost and with less 
institutional flexibility. The question this paper addresses is what that layer requires, why Canada's 
current toolkit does not yet provide it, and what a credible Canadian response would look like. 
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2. What Paperless Trade Solves 
 

Paperless trade delivers real and measurable value. Any serious Canadian analysis should acknowledge 
that clearly. 

 

At its core, paperless trade reduces the friction associated with paper-based documentation, manual 
submission, and repeated handling of trade records across institutions. It lowers courier dependency, 
shortens document-processing time, reduces avoidable administrative costs, and creates conditions for 
more efficient cross-border filing and record exchange. Where enabling legal frameworks exist, it can 
also provide electronic records with the legal standing needed to substitute for paper originals in defined 
contexts. These are well-documented gains, supported by empirical evidence across multiple 
jurisdictions. 

 

The strongest evidence is found where paperless trade has been tied to structured customs 
modernization and coordinated data exchange. Single Window systems, electronic certificate workflows, 
and related digital filing arrangements have been shown to reduce border friction and improve processing 
efficiency. For exporters and importers alike, that can mean less time spent re-entering data, fewer 
manual handoffs, faster document transmission, and lower administrative cost per transaction. In 
jurisdictions with more mature deployment, these systems have also improved predictability — which 
matters nearly as much as speed in a cross-border environment. Even modest reductions in documentary 
burden can improve export viability at the margin, particularly for firms without deep back-office capacity. 

 

A second major contribution of paperless trade is legal and institutional normalization. The move from 
paper to trusted digital records is not simply a matter of convenience; it is part of establishing that 
electronic trade processes can be reliable, auditable, and enforceable. MLETR-consistent legislation, 
eCMR, eBL frameworks, and electronic certificates of origin all contribute to that normalization in different 
ways. They create the legal and procedural conditions under which digital records can be accepted, relied 
upon, and in some cases transferred with legal effect. This is foundational work. Without it, broader digital 
trade infrastructure has no stable legal footing. 

 

Paperless trade can also improve consistency in government interaction by reducing duplicated filing and 
making regulatory exchange more legible for firms. In the Canadian context, this matters because one of 
the persistent frustrations for exporters is not a single overwhelming barrier, but the cumulative effect of 
repeated submissions, fragmented systems, and inconsistent documentary expectations. Paperless-
trade measures can help reduce that burden, even where they do not remove it entirely. 

 

For these reasons, paperless trade should not be dismissed as incremental or cosmetic. It is a meaningful 
part of trade modernization. It often delivers immediate administrative gains, helps establish the legal 
basis on which trusted electronic records can be recognized, and simplifies parts of the transaction chain 
that would otherwise remain unnecessarily manual. That said, paperless trade should also be understood 
for what it is: a necessary enabling condition, not a complete execution environment. Its limits begin when 
the challenge is no longer merely to digitize the record, but to coordinate action around that record across 
multiple parties, changing conditions, and live cross-border workflows. That is where the next section 
begins. 
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3. Why Paperless Trade Alone Does Not Operationalize Diversification 
 

Paperless trade improves the handling of records. It does not, by itself, create the operational 
environment needed to execute trade across multiple actors, changing conditions, and unfamiliar 
corridors. 

 

That distinction is the hinge of this paper. Once a trade record has been digitized, the next question is no 
longer whether it can be submitted or recognized electronically. The next question is what happens 
around that record when the transaction is live: when an address changes, when a certification is missing, 
when a shipment is delayed, when a rules-of-origin issue is discovered, or when multiple parties need to 
act on the same update at the same time. These are not documentary questions in the narrow sense. 
They are coordination questions. Paperless trade does not remove their importance. In many cases, it 
simply brings them into clearer view. 

 

The first limit is amendment management. A digital document can exist, be signed, and even be legally 
recognized, but that does not mean the system around it can manage a material change in a structured 
way. If a consignee address changes after a transport record has been created, the core challenge is no 
longer digitization. It is determining who may amend the record, which parties must be notified, whether 
their confirmation is required, how the change is propagated across systems, and how the amendment 
history is preserved for audit or dispute purposes. These are operational workflow questions. They fall 
outside what paperless trade, on its own, is designed to solve. 

 

The second limit is exception handling. Real trade transactions are full of exceptions: missing or corrected 
certifications, classification uncertainty, destination-specific compliance issues, delayed shipments, 
revised delivery instructions, or documentation mismatches across parties. A paperless environment may 
make those exceptions easier to identify, but identification is not the same as resolution. What matters 
operationally is whether the issue can be classified, routed to the right actor, escalated if no response is 
received, and resolved within a workflow that preserves accountability and evidence. A digital record 
does not, by itself, provide that capability. 

 

The third limit is multi-party coordination. Trade transactions do not occur between only two actors. Even 
relatively simple shipments can involve the exporter, buyer, freight forwarder, customs broker, carrier, 
financial institution, and one or more regulatory authorities. Paperless trade can digitize the document 
moving through that environment, but it does not automatically create a trusted mechanism for 
coordinated action across the chain. Without that mechanism, firms continue to rely on email threads, 
phone calls, ad hoc confirmations, and manual reconciliation across systems. That is why a document-
centric improvement can still leave the transaction itself operationally brittle. 

 

A fourth operational constraint is update propagation across live workflows. In a genuinely operational 
environment, an important change should not stop at the document layer. It should move through the 
transaction chain in a controlled, auditable, and role-specific way. A customs broker may need one form 
of notification. A carrier may need another. A buyer may need confirmation of timing or documentary 
consequence. A regulator may need access to a structured trail after the fact. Paperless trade does not 
necessarily create that propagation logic. It can reduce friction at the point of submission while leaving 
the rest of the chain dependent on manual coordination. 

 

A fifth constraint is SME usability. Paperless trade reduces some administrative burden, but it does not 
eliminate the knowledge burden. An SME exporter may still need to determine whether a product qualifies 
for preferential treatment, interpret documentary requirements, understand the consequences of a 
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shipment change, or decide what action is needed when a compliance issue appears late in the process. 
In that sense, the barrier is not just the form. It is the absence of an operational layer that helps firms 
navigate the transaction with enough confidence to use the access they formally possess. 

 

Corridor-specific execution friction presents a related but distinct problem. Different markets impose 
different combinations of origin requirements, documentary expectations, customs procedures, and 
timing risks. A document may be digital in all of them, but the workflow burden can still differ substantially. 
That matters for a country like Canada, whose diversification strategy depends on helping firms enter 
markets that are not only geographically farther from the U.S., but procedurally more variable. The 
challenge is not simply to file electronically. It is to execute under different corridor conditions without 
multiplying uncertainty and cost at each step. 

 

These limits do not diminish the value of paperless trade. They define its boundary. Paperless trade 
addresses document friction. It does not, by itself, create a trusted operating layer for action in motion. 
That is why the next step in the argument is not a more abstract definition of infrastructure, but a practical 
demonstration of the gap. The scenarios in the next section show how the difference between document 
digitization and execution-grade handling appears in real trade situations — and why that difference 
matters for diversification in practice. 
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4. Three Scenarios That Expose the Missing Layer 
 

The distinction between paperless trade and execution-grade trade infrastructure becomes clearest not 
in abstract definitions, but in live transaction scenarios. The issue is not whether a record exists in digital 
form. The issue is whether the transaction can still be managed coherently when something changes, 
goes wrong, or requires coordinated action across multiple parties. The following scenarios illustrate that 
gap. 

 

Scenario 1: Last-Minute Delivery Address Change on a Transport Record 

 

A Canadian exporter has already issued the relevant transport documentation for a shipment bound for 
an overseas buyer when the delivery location changes late in the process. The goods are still moving, 
the documents already exist, and multiple parties now need to act on the change. 

 

In a fragmented legacy environment, the response is largely manual. The exporter contacts the carrier, 
broker, and buyer separately by phone or email, revised details are circulated through attachments or 
message threads, and different parties may end up acting on different versions of the same instruction. 
Even where the problem is ultimately resolved, the process is slow, informal, and difficult to reconstruct 
later if a dispute arises. 

 

In a paperless but document-centric environment, the record may be updated digitally, but the operational 
problem remains. The central issue is no longer whether the address is written on paper. It is whether 
the amendment can be recognized, propagated, confirmed, and logged across all affected participants. 
A paperless environment may make the revised record easier to distribute, but it does not necessarily 
determine who is authorized to amend it, which parties must acknowledge it, or how the amendment 
history is preserved in a regulator-legible form. The document is digital; the coordination burden remains 
largely manual. 

 

In an execution-grade environment, the change is treated as a controlled event rather than as an informal 
message. The update is classified, routed to the relevant actors, time-stamped, and linked to prior and 
amended states of the record. Parties whose action is required receive role-specific notifications. 
Confirmations can be tracked. The amendment history can be preserved in a structured audit trail. The 
key difference is not that the record is digital. It is that the change around the record can be managed as 
part of the transaction rather than outside it. 

 

Scenario 2: Rules-of-Origin Issue Discovered Before Filing 

 

A Canadian SME is preparing to claim preferential tariff treatment under an applicable trade agreement 
when a problem emerges late in the workflow: a required origin input is incomplete, a classification 
assumption is uncertain, or a product-specific rule has been interpreted incorrectly. 

 

In a fragmented legacy environment, the response is typically reactive and slow. The exporter must 
contact a broker, seek clarification, revisit supplier information, and manually revise or reconstruct the 
relevant documentation. Each of these steps may occur through separate systems or message chains. 
The result is delay, uncertainty, and a heightened risk that the exporter simply abandons the preference 
claim rather than proceed with incomplete confidence. 
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In a paperless but document-centric environment, the certificate or supporting form may be digital, but 
that does not solve the underlying execution problem. The digital record can be corrected or reissued 
more quickly than a paper document, but the system still may not identify the issue early, classify its 
significance, route it to the appropriate actor, or preserve the logic of the correction in a way that reduces 
audit risk. What has improved is the medium of the record. What remains unresolved is the operational 
workflow around the compliance issue. This is precisely why paperless trade, while useful, does not 
automatically increase FTA utilization by SMEs. The knowledge burden and coordination burden remain. 

 

In an execution-grade environment, the issue is surfaced as a structured exception before the transaction 
reaches the filing stage. The relevant rule, input gap, or confidence issue is identified within the workflow 
itself. The matter can then be routed to the appropriate human decision-maker, corrected within a 
controlled process, and linked to a documented resolution path. The exporter still has to make or approve 
the decision, but does so inside a guided environment rather than through fragmented after-the-fact 
reconstruction. The operational gain lies in reducing uncertainty, rework, and silent abandonment of 
available preferences. 

 

Scenario 3: Shipment Delay or Missing Certification with Cascading Effects 

 

A shipment is delayed en route, or a required certification is found to be missing or expiring before arrival. 
The issue does not affect only one document. It has consequences across the transaction: the buyer's 
expectations, the broker's filing posture, the carrier's timing, and potentially the admissibility or release of 
the goods. 

 

In a fragmented legacy environment, each party learns of the issue through separate channels and 
responds from their own vantage point. The exporter may call the buyer, email the broker, and contact 
the carrier individually. Each participant may understand the problem differently, and there is no single 
controlled chain linking the triggering event to the resulting actions. The process is highly dependent on 
manual follow-up and informal coordination. 

 

In a paperless but document-centric environment, the records involved may all exist electronically, but 
they still may not be connected by a shared operational logic. A delayed shipment can require multiple 
documentary or procedural adjustments, yet the system may offer no controlled way to identify 
downstream impacts, notify affected actors, or track responses in sequence. The result is that the 
transaction remains operationally fragile even though its documents have been digitized. What has 
changed is the speed of document exchange. What has not necessarily changed is the way 
consequences are coordinated across the chain. 

 

In an execution-grade environment, the triggering event is treated as having workflow consequences 
rather than merely documentary consequences. The issue can be linked to affected records, routed to 
parties with specific responsibilities, and logged as part of a structured chain of action. That does not 
remove the disruption, but it changes how the disruption is managed: from fragmented response to 
coordinated response, with preserved evidence and clearer accountability. 

 

These scenarios point to the same underlying conclusion. The practical difference 
between paperless trade and execution-grade infrastructure is not simply that one is 
more digital than the other. It is that one primarily improves the record, while the other 
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improves the transaction's ability to absorb change, coordinate action, and preserve 
trust under live conditions. That is why the next question is no longer whether the 
document can be electronic. It is why this distinction now matters strategically for 
Canada. 
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5. Why This Matters Now: Canada's Standards-Influence Window 
 

The strategic issue is not simply that other jurisdictions are modernizing. It is that the implementation 
layer of digital trade is still being formed, and operational proof is helping shape the norms. 

 

The legal architecture is now substantially in place. The UNCITRAL instrument family has established a 
coherent foundation for electronic transferable records, trust services, and increasingly automated 
commercial processes. Regional and cross-jurisdictional frameworks are now translating that legal base 
into operating environments: ASEAN DEFA, the EU eFTI regime, the Commonwealth Model Law on 
Digital Trade, the UK Electronic Trade Documents Act, and Singapore's TradeTrust framework all point 
in the same direction. The question is no longer whether digital trade will become more structured, 
interoperable, and legally normalized. The question is who will help define how that next layer works in 
practice. 

 

This is where the distinction between policy participation and operational standing becomes important. 
In the current phase of digital trade convergence, pilot evidence, corridor deployments, and early 
operating models are not merely downstream implementation details. They are inputs into norm 
formation. They influence what counterparties treat as credible, what interoperability patterns become 
normal, what evidence standards regulators find usable, and what governance expectations become 
embedded in future frameworks. Jurisdictions that can point to operating models, bounded pilots, and 
structured evidence participate in that process differently from jurisdictions that can offer only conceptual 
support or standards commentary. The asymmetry is practical, not symbolic. It affects who is shaping 
the implementation layer and who is preparing to inherit it. 

 

Canada is not absent from the conversation. It participates in digital trade, standards, and governance 
discussions, and it has the institutional capacity to contribute seriously to them. But Canada does not yet 
operate a sovereign execution-grade digital trade infrastructure layer and has not enacted MLETR-
equivalent legislation giving trusted electronic trade records full domestic legal effect. That means 
Canada's presence is stronger at the policy and standards table than at the operational one. For a country 
that wants to reduce U.S. concentration, deepen Indo-Pacific trade, and strengthen sovereign economic 
capacity, that is a meaningful constraint. It leaves Canada in a position of discussing the next layer of 
trade architecture without yet generating domestic proof about what works, what fails, and what a 
Canadian public-interest implementation should require. 

 

The international examples matter because they show that this window is real and time-bounded. 
Singapore's significance is not only that it adopted MLETR-consistent law. It is that Singapore paired 
legal enablement with an operating framework in TradeTrust and then used live pilots and cross-border 
use cases to help shape the practical conversation around interoperability and trusted digital trade 
records. The United Kingdom's significance is not only that it passed the Electronic Trade Documents 
Act. It is that a major common-law jurisdiction demonstrated that legal enablement can move quickly 
enough to affect the next phase of implementation rather than trail behind it. ASEAN DEFA, the EU eFTI 
regime, and the Commonwealth Model Law each reinforce the same point from different institutional 
directions: the digital trade environment is moving from broad principle to concrete operating expectation. 

 

There is also a second risk, distinct from the standards-influence problem. If jurisdictions build only the 
narrower document or filing layer now, without the execution layer designed into the architecture, they 
may later face the harder and more expensive task of retrofitting coordination, exception handling, and 
trusted workflow logic onto systems that were never built for it. Canada still has the option to treat the 
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execution layer as a design requirement rather than a later add-on. That option will not remain open 
indefinitely. 

 

This matters for Canada because the country still has a credible opportunity to lead, but not indefinitely. 
If Canada waits until the implementation layer is already settled elsewhere, it will still be able to adopt 
frameworks, connect to systems, and digitize domestic processes. What it will no longer be doing is 
helping define the operating assumptions of that environment. In practical terms, that means Canada 
risks moving from standards participant to standards taker at precisely the layer that now matters most: 
how trusted records move, how exceptions are handled, how evidence is preserved, and how public-
interest governance is embedded in digital trade execution. That is why the strategic issue is not merely 
keeping up. It is whether Canada wants to help shape the execution layer or adapt to one designed 
largely by others. 

 

Canada's current policy direction reinforces the relevance of that choice. Recent policy language has 
increasingly emphasized sovereign capacity, barrier reduction, resilience, and strategic capacity-building. 
Within that frame, it is no longer difficult to make the case that digital trade infrastructure should be treated 
as part of a broader national capacity agenda rather than as a narrow administrative modernization 
exercise. The issue is whether that ambition will extend to the operational layer of trade itself. 

 

The opportunity is therefore not simply to digitize more of the existing trade process. It is to generate 
Canadian evidence about what a sovereign, standards-aligned, execution-grade layer should look like 
before the operational norms are settled elsewhere. 

 

That is why timing matters. The strategic window is not about being first for its own sake. It is about 
contributing operating proof during the period when proof still influences design. The next section 
therefore turns from strategy to definition: what an execution-grade digital trade infrastructure layer would 
need to consist of in practical terms, and why that category is different from paperless trade alone. 
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6. What Execution-Grade Digital Trade Infrastructure Means in Practice 
 

Execution-grade digital trade infrastructure is not simply a more advanced document system. It is the 
operating layer that allows trusted trade records, live transaction workflows, and public-interest oversight 
requirements to function together in a coherent environment. 

 

Its first requirement is a legal and record foundation. That means domestic legal enablement for trusted 
electronic trade records, so that Canadian courts, regulators, financial institutions, and counterparties 
can rely on them as more than administrative conveniences. It also means a trusted-record architecture 
capable of preserving integrity, singularity, and verifiable chain of custody, so that what is presented as 
a record can be shown to be what was originally issued, what was subsequently amended, and what 
remains authoritative at a given moment. Without that foundation, digital records may exist, but they do 
not yet operate as trusted instruments. 

 

Its second requirement is an operational and coordination layer. Trade transactions involve more than 
the storage or transmission of records. They require structured exchange across counterpart systems, 
workflow orchestration across multiple parties, and a controlled way to manage changes and exceptions 
while the transaction is in motion. In practice, that means interoperability and data standards sufficient to 
exchange structured trade data without bespoke reconstruction at every corridor boundary. It also means 
a coordination layer that can handle sequencing, notifications, confirmations, and role-specific access 
across exporters, buyers, brokers, carriers, and other participants. Within that layer, AI-assisted 
notifications and exception handling have a practical role: surfacing compliance issues, prompting action 
at the right point in the workflow, and routing exceptions in a structured way, always subject to human 
review where material decisions are involved. 

 

Its third requirement is governance and accountability. A credible execution layer must be able to produce 
a complete, structured, regulator-legible record of a transaction's history on demand. It must support 
human-in-the-loop governance, so that AI-assisted outputs remain subject to visible human review, 
override, and accountability at defined decision points. And where public-interest considerations are 
engaged, it must operate with Canadian control of the infrastructure layer itself: data residency, 
jurisdictional accountability, and governance aligned with Canadian standards and legal expectations. 
These are not optional refinements. They are part of what makes the difference between a useful digital 
workflow and a public-interest infrastructure environment. 

 

Taken together, these elements define what paperless trade alone does not provide: not simply digital 
records, but a trusted environment for coordinated action, controlled change, and accountable execution. 
That is the category a credible Canadian response would need to address. 
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7. What a Credible Canadian Response Would Require 
 

If Canada accepts that trade diversification now depends partly on the execution layer, the next question 
is not whether a solution already exists. It is what conditions a credible Canadian response would need 
to satisfy. 

 

The first requirement is a legislative pathway. Canada does not yet have MLETR-equivalent domestic 
legal recognition for trusted electronic trade records, which limits the degree to which digital records can 
function as fully authoritative instruments under Canadian law. A credible response would therefore 
require examination of legislative pathway options for electronic trade document recognition and related 
trust-enablement measures, including the relevance of common-law models already available 
internationally. At the same time, the current environment does not require waiting for every element of 
legal reform to be settled before structured assessment begins. The policy question is one of sequencing: 
what can be evaluated now, what can be piloted in a bounded way, and what would require fuller 
legislative enablement before broader use could responsibly be considered. 

 

The second requirement is an evidence-first pilot pathway. If the execution layer is still being defined 
internationally, Canada's participation in that process will depend in part on whether it generates credible 
domestic evidence of its own. That does not mean starting with procurement, deployment, or broad claims 
of readiness. It means establishing a procurement-safe, defined-scope pilot pathway capable of testing 
whether a sovereign, standards-aligned execution layer can improve the handling of amendments, 
exceptions, evidence retrieval, and SME usability under real or controlled conditions. Annex B sets out 
the minimum evidentiary threshold for such a pilot: not national readiness, not universal interoperability, 
and not full-scale rollout viability, but structured proof that the execution gap can be addressed in a 
meaningful and regulator-legible way. A credible Canadian response should therefore include the design 
of a pilot pathway before it includes any wider conclusion about institutional adoption. 

 

The third requirement is whole-of-government review. Digital trade infrastructure does not sit naturally 
inside a single departmental box. Trade diversification, customs processes, transport documentation, 
standards alignment, public-sector digital governance, and regulator-grade auditability all touch different 
institutional functions. Treating the issue as a narrow document-digitization initiative would reproduce the 
fragmentation the paper has already identified as part of the problem. A credible Canadian response 
would instead require coordinated review across the relevant federal functions — including trade, 
customs, transport, standards, and digital governance — so that the operational layer is assessed as a 
cross-cutting infrastructure question rather than as a single-program modernization file. A response that 
addresses only the document layer now risks creating a retrofit obligation later, at a point when the 
implementation architecture is less malleable and the cost of integration is higher. That coordination is 
not an optional governance enhancement. It is part of what would make the response credible. 

 

The fourth requirement is to connect standards participation to domestic proof. Canada already 
participates in relevant policy and standards discussions, but the strategic value of that participation 
increases when it is paired with domestic operating evidence. A credible response would therefore not 
treat standards engagement and pilot design as separate tracks. It would treat them as mutually 
reinforcing. The purpose of a bounded pilot would not be only to test domestic usefulness. It would also 
be to generate evidence that improves Canada's standing in the practical conversation about how trusted 
digital trade should work across corridors and under public-interest governance constraints. That creates 
a policy rationale for action that is distinct from efficiency gains alone. It links domestic pilot activity to 
Canada's ability to shape the implementation layer rather than merely adapt to it after the fact. 
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Finally, a credible Canadian response must remain procurement-safe in how it is framed. At this stage, 
the appropriate government actions are process steps, not technology choices. Assess options for a 
defined-scope pilot. Examine legislative pathway options. Define what pilots must prove before any 
broader conclusion is drawn. Align the relevant federal functions around a common review frame. Use 
the resulting evidence to determine whether a further stage is justified. In that process, existing Canadian 
capacity in AI and governance should be treated as an opportunity to direct toward public-interest 
infrastructure, not as a reason to make claims ahead of evidence. That sequence preserves institutional 
discipline and reduces the risk that the issue is prematurely treated as a procurement file rather than as 
a policy and infrastructure question. 

 

Taken together, these requirements define what Canada would need to do to move from diagnosis to 
credible action. They do not identify a chosen delivery vehicle. They identify the conditions under which 
one could responsibly be assessed. The next section therefore turns from the policy-generic framework 
to a narrower question: where a specific Canadian design-stage candidate fits within it, and why that fit 
should be understood with caution as well as interest. 
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8. Where TPTN Fits 
 

Within the framework set out in this paper, the TransPacific Trade Nexus (TPTN) should be understood 
as a Canadian design-stage infrastructure candidate, not as a proven deployment model. 

 

Its current status is material and should be stated plainly. TPTN is at clickable prototype stage. It has not 
yet executed pilots, has not demonstrated live corridor interoperability, and should not be treated as 
deployment-ready. Its DGC validation statement is an interim acknowledgement of completed self-
assessment, not certification or endorsement. All standards-alignment claims associated with TPTN 
remain claims of design intent unless and until independently verified through further testing or formal 
assessment. These conditions are not caveats to be minimized. They are the basis on which any serious 
institutional reader should understand what TPTN is at this stage. 

 

TPTN is relevant within this paper for a narrower reason. It is aimed at the correct category of problem. 
The paper has argued that Canada's gap is no longer only document digitization, but the absence of an 
execution layer capable of handling trusted records, coordinated action, controlled amendments, 
structured exception management, regulator-legible evidence, and public-interest governance under 
Canadian control. TPTN is one Canadian initiative explicitly designed around that category rather than 
around a narrower paperless-trade or portal-modernization objective. That makes it analytically relevant 
as a design-stage reference point within this discussion. 

 

Its relevance should not be overstated. TPTN has participated in relevant trade-policy and standards 
discussions and has been introduced in federal and provincial government contexts, but those 
engagements remain exploratory and do not imply endorsement, pilot authorization, or procurement 
interest. Nor does the existence of a prototype establish that the underlying design has yet been proven 
under live operational conditions. The value of including TPTN in this paper is not to argue that the 
Canadian response has already been solved. It is to show that a Canadian design-stage candidate exists 
that is oriented toward the missing execution layer and can therefore be assessed against the policy and 
evidentiary framework set out in the preceding sections. 

 

That is the correct posture in which to consider TPTN: with caution as well as interest. If Canada chooses 
to assess whether a sovereign, standards-aligned execution layer is viable, the appropriate next step is 
not presumed adoption. It is defined-scope testing against clear evidence requirements, legislative and 
governance constraints, and regulator-legible evaluation criteria. On that basis, the relevant question is 
not whether TPTN should be presumed ready. It is whether a design-stage Canadian candidate of this 
kind warrants structured assessment under an evidence-first pilot pathway. 
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9. Conclusion: From Paperless Trade to Operationalized Diversification 
 

Canada's trade diversification challenge can no longer be addressed at the level of agreements, 
paperless commitments, and document digitization alone. Paperless trade remains necessary. It delivers 
real administrative, legal, and facilitation gains, and it should continue to advance. But the conclusion of 
this paper is that it is not sufficient. If Canada wants diversification to become operational reality rather 
than recurring aspiration, paperless trade must be treated as a floor, not the ceiling. The missing layer is 
the execution environment through which trusted records, coordinated action, controlled change, and 
regulator-legible evidence are managed across live transactions and multiple jurisdictions. Canada still 
has a credible window to help shape that layer while the implementation norms are being formed, but 
that window is time-bounded and will narrow as operating models settle elsewhere. The appropriate 
response is therefore not a procurement decision or a claim of readiness ahead of evidence. It is an 
evidence-first pathway: define the problem clearly, assess the legislative and governance conditions, 
establish what a bounded pilot would need to prove, and determine through structured evaluation whether 
Canada can contribute to the next layer of digital trade infrastructure on its own terms. 

 

The right next move is not to assume adoption, but to test the execution layer seriously 
enough to know whether it can be built, governed, and trusted in the Canadian public 
interest. 
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Annex A — Comparative Framework 
 

This annex distinguishes the main categories discussed in the paper. Entries for the TPTN-style model 
reflect design-stage intent, not proven operational capability. TPTN remains at clickable prototype stage, 
with no executed pilots and no claim of independent certification beyond interim acknowledgement of 
completed self-assessment. 

 

Category Primary 
Purpose 

Primary 
User 

Legal Effect SME 
Usefulness 

Amendment 
/ Exception 

Auditability Main 
Limitation 

Free Trade 
Agreements 

Create market 
access 
through tariff 
reduction and 
commitments 

Governments 
negotiate; 
firms use 
outcomes 

Binding 
between 
treaty parties 

High in 
principle, 
uneven in 
practice 

None directly Depends on 
domestic 
firm records 

Market access 
does not 
equal market-
entry 
capability 

Paperless 
Trade 

Replace 
paper-based 
submission 
with digital 
equivalents 

Exporters, 
importers, 
brokers, 
authorities 

Varies by 
domestic law 

Moderate; 
reduces 
some 
burden 

Limited Improves 
record 
handling; not 
transaction-
wide 

Digitizes the 
record, not the 
full workflow 

Single 
Window 

Single 
submission 
routed across 
government 
functions 

Importers, 
exporters, 
government 
agencies 

Administrative 
/ regulatory 
within 
participating 
systems 

Moderate Minimal Useful for 
filing history 

Government-
facing filing 
tool; not full 
transaction 
orchestration 

eCMR / eBL / 
ETR 

Give records 
digital form 
and, where 
enabled, legal 
equivalence 

Carriers, 
shippers, 
brokers, 
financiers 

Legal effect 
where 
supported by 
law 

Moderate, 
often 
indirect 

Partial and 
uneven 

Can 
strengthen 
document 
integrity 

Often remains 
document-
centric; 
coordination 
may still be 
manual 

Execution-
Grade 
Infrastructure 

Operationalize 
live trade 
transactions 
across 
parties, 
changes, 
exceptions 

Exporters, 
buyers, 
brokers, 
carriers, 
regulators 

Depends on 
legal and 
governance 
foundation 

Potentially 
high 

Core function Core 
function 

Requires legal 
enablement, 
governance, 
and 
interoperability 

TPTN-Style 
Model 

Canada-first, 
standards-
aligned 
execution 
layer (design 
intent) 

Intended: 
Canadian 
exporters 
and 
transaction 
participants 

Design intent 
only at 
current stage 

Intended to 
be high, 
especially 
for SMEs 

Design intent: 
structured 
handling 

Design 
intent: 
regulator-
legible audit 
trail 

Prototype 
stage only; no 
pilots; all 
claims are 
design intent 

 

The central distinction in this paper is not between 'digital' and 'non-digital.' It is between 
systems that primarily digitize records and systems designed to coordinate action 
around those records under live trade conditions. That is the difference between 
paperless trade as a meaningful enabling condition and execution-grade infrastructure 
as a broader operating layer. 
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Annex B — What Pilots Must Prove 
 

This annex sets out the minimum evidentiary standard for any defined-scope pilot of execution-grade 
digital trade infrastructure considered within Canada's broader trade diversification agenda. 

 

These criteria are intended for a bounded first-stage pilot. They are not deployment-readiness criteria 
and are deliberately scoped to what can reasonably be demonstrated in a defined pilot environment 
rather than what would be required for national rollout. 

 

The annex separates: threshold criteria (what a pilot must demonstrate to justify further consideration) 
and monitoring metrics (what should be tracked throughout the pilot to assess performance, refinement 
needs, and comparative value). Not every useful metric is a go/no-go criterion. A pilot can generate 
insight without yet justifying scale. 

 

A. Threshold Criteria 

These are the criteria a pilot would need to satisfy, at a minimum, to justify advancement to broader policy 
consideration, further testing, or any later adoption discussion. 

 

1. Auditability and Regulator-Grade Evidence Retrieval 
The pilot must demonstrate that a designated reviewer or regulator can retrieve a complete, structured, 
and exportable audit trail for a flagged shipment within a defined review scenario, and that this retrieval 
is materially more reliable or more efficient than the current baseline. This is not optional. If the system 
cannot produce regulator-legible evidence on demand, it is not suitable for serious policy consideration. 

 

Evidence required: 

• defined review scenario with complete event log for the transaction 
• actor, timestamp, action, and version history visibility 
• exportable file or package suitable for review 
• comparison against current-state retrieval process 

 

2. Trusted Amendment Propagation 
The pilot must demonstrate that a material change to a trade or transport record can be propagated 
across all relevant parties within a defined time window, with confirmation tracking and preserved 
amendment history. This is one of the clearest distinctions between paperless document handling and 
execution-grade infrastructure. 

 

Evidence required: 

• at least one controlled amendment scenario with named affected parties 
• timed propagation across those parties with confirmation trail 
• preserved prior state and amended state 
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3. Exception Handling Under Defined Workflow Rules 
The pilot must demonstrate that a defined exception — such as a rules-of-origin issue, missing 
certification, or shipment delay with documentary consequences — can be classified, routed, escalated, 
and resolved within a structured workflow. A system that works only when nothing goes wrong is not 
solving the real export problem. 

 

Evidence required: 

• at least one defined exception scenario with issue classification logic 
• routing to appropriate decision-maker and escalation path 
• final resolution trail 

 

4. Interoperable Structured Record Exchange 
The pilot must demonstrate that structured trade data or trusted record outputs can be exchanged with 
at least one relevant counterpart environment in a way that is technically and operationally usable. This 
does not require proving universal interoperability; it requires proving the infrastructure is not a closed 
domestic workflow. 

 

Evidence required: 

• one live or controlled test-environment exchange with a named counterpart system or 
environment 

• structured format used, confirmation of receipt and usability 
• documentation of any transformation or mapping required 

 

5. SME Usability Under Realistic Conditions 
The pilot must demonstrate that an SME user can complete the relevant workflow with materially less 
friction than in the current fragmented environment, tested under realistic conditions, not only by expert 
operators. 

 

Evidence required: 

• defined SME user profile with baseline workflow comparison 
• completion steps and elapsed time; observed errors or confusion points 
• user feedback on usability and confidence 

 

6. Human-in-the-Loop Governance 
The pilot must demonstrate that AI-assisted outputs remain subject to visible human review, override, 
and accountability at defined decision points. This is especially important where the system assists with 
compliance interpretation, exception handling, or cross-party notifications. 

 

Evidence required: 

• identified AI-assisted steps with human confirmation points 
• override mechanism and record of override decisions where applicable 
• visibility of reasoning or confidence indicators where relevant 
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B. Monitoring Metrics 

These metrics should be tracked throughout the pilot. They are not all threshold pass/fail criteria, but 
together they provide the evidence needed to assess whether the pilot is solving a real problem and 
whether refinement or scale is justified. 

 

6. Regulator retrieval time — Time required for a designated reviewer or regulator to retrieve a 
complete, structured audit trail for a flagged shipment under a defined review scenario, 
compared with current baseline. This is the first monitored metric because it speaks directly to 
public-sector oversight value. 

7. Elapsed documentation preparation time — Reduction in total elapsed time required to 
prepare the relevant document package or workflow package, including the full elapsed 
preparation process under real user conditions, compared with current-state baseline. 

8. Avoidable document error rate — Reduction in avoidable errors in documentation or record 
preparation compared with baseline, classified by type: missing data, inconsistent data, 
outdated data, formatting or record mismatch, compliance-related errors. 

9. Amendment propagation completion time — Elapsed time required for a material change to 
be propagated to all affected parties and confirmed under the workflow, tested in at least one 
live or controlled test-environment amendment scenario. 

10. Exception-resolution time — Elapsed time from the identification of an exception to its 
documented resolution or escalation closure, tracked by exception type. 

11. FTA preference claim rate — Change in the rate at which eligible pilot transactions proceed to 
an actual preferential claim, compared with baseline. This moves the pilot from process 
efficiency to real trade-policy relevance. 

12. AI-generated alert volume and override rate — Number of AI-generated alerts issued, and 
percentage requiring human override, correction, or suppression. Helps assess whether the AI 
layer is useful, noisy, immature, or systematically biased or corridor-inappropriate. 

13. Counterpart acceptance rate — Percentage of structured records, notifications, or trusted 
outputs accepted, usable, or actioned by counterpart systems or parties in the pilot workflow. 

14. User completion confidence — User-reported confidence in having completed the workflow 
correctly, especially among SME participants. 

15. Evidence package completeness — Percentage of pilot transactions for which a complete 
evidentiary package can be exported at close-out without manual reconstruction. 

 

C. Suggested Pilot Evaluation Framing 

To keep the pilot procurement-safe and policy-legible, evaluation should compare three states wherever 
possible: (1) fragmented legacy handling; (2) paperless but document-centric handling; (3) execution-
grade workflow handling. This comparative structure prevents the pilot from claiming credit for benefits 
that come merely from digitization rather than from the execution layer itself. 

 

D. What Success Would Mean 

A successful pilot would not need to prove national readiness, universal interoperability, or full-scale 
deployment viability. It would need to prove something narrower and more useful: 

• that the execution gap can be addressed in a structured way 
• that amendment and exception workflows can be made faster, clearer, and more auditable 
• that SMEs can operate with lower friction under a guided workflow 
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• that government or regulatory oversight can be improved through better evidence retrieval 
• that the concept is sufficiently credible to justify a next stage of testing, legislative analysis, or 

institutional assessment 
 

That is the correct evidence threshold for this stage. Anything more would overstate what a pilot can do. 
Anything less would not justify serious policy attention. 

  



TransPacific Trade Nexus (TPTN)  |  Beyond Paperless Trade  |  April 2026  |  Page 28 

Annex C — Legislative and Policy Sequence 
 

This annex sets out a practical sequencing frame for Canadian action on execution-grade digital trade 
infrastructure. A credible Canadian response does not require choosing between 'do nothing until 
legislation changes' and 'deploy first, sort out legality later.' It requires a disciplined middle path: assess 
now, test in a bounded way where appropriate, and use the evidence from that testing to inform what 
fuller legislative and institutional action would actually need to address. 

 

What can be assessed or acted 
on now without legislative 
change 

What can proceed through pilot, 
sandbox, or existing regulatory 
mechanisms 

What requires fuller legislative 
action before broader use could 
responsibly be considered 

Map the execution gap as a 
policy problem. 
Canada can assess where current 
paperless-trade, customs-
modernization, and export-support 
measures stop short of providing an 
execution layer for SMEs and multi-
party trade workflows. This is a 
policy analysis and cross-
departmental review task. 

Defined-scope pilot design. 
A bounded pilot can be structured 
to test amendment handling, 
exception routing, evidence 
retrieval, and SME usability under 
controlled conditions. The point at 
this stage is evidence generation, 
not legal equivalence or national 
rollout. 

Domestic legal recognition of 
trusted electronic trade records. 
Broader reliance on electronic trade 
records as fully authoritative 
instruments under Canadian law 
would require fuller legal 
enablement, including legislative 
treatment of control, possession, 
transfer, and legal effect. 

Establish whole-of-government 
review. 
Relevant federal functions — trade, 
customs, transport, standards, and 
digital governance — can be 
aligned around a common review 
frame now. This is an 
organizational and policy task, not a 
legislative one. 

Use of existing regulatory 
flexibility. 
Existing pilot or sandbox-style 
mechanisms can support defined-
scope testing if the objective is 
bounded and governance is clear, 
without implying that all underlying 
legal questions are settled. 

Wider commercial or institutional 
reliance on electronic title or 
transferable records. 
Where broader legal certainty is 
needed for courts, regulators, and 
financial institutions to rely on digital 
records in place of paper originals, 
legislative action is required. Pilot 
evidence can inform this but cannot 
substitute for it. 

Define what pilots must prove. 
Canada can set evidentiary 
thresholds in advance — including 
regulator-grade evidence retrieval, 
amendment propagation, exception 
handling, and SME usability — 
before any wider institutional 
conclusion is drawn. 

Controlled interoperability 
testing. 
Structured exchanges with named 
counterpart environments can be 
tested in live or controlled settings 
to assess whether record exchange 
and workflow coordination are 
technically and operationally 
usable, without proving universal 
interoperability. 

Broader legal and institutional 
embedding. 
If execution-grade infrastructure 
were to move beyond pilot 
assessment toward routine 
institutional use, broader legislative 
and policy adjustments would be 
required to align trust, liability, 
record recognition, and oversight 
expectations. 

Assess international models and 
legal options. 
Canada can examine implications 
of MLETR-consistent approaches, 
the UK ETDA, the Commonwealth 
Model Law, DEFA-linked 
implementation developments, and 
eFTI-related practice. This prepares 
a Canadian pathway without 
committing to one. 

Corridor-specific pilot evaluation. 
Canada can test whether 
execution-layer improvements are 
meaningful in a specific corridor or 
use case before making broader 
policy judgments, allowing 
proportionate evidence generation. 

National-scale rollout or 
procurement decisions. 
No broad deployment or 
institutional adoption should be 
presumed on the basis of design-
stage claims or first-stage pilot 
results alone. Broader use requires 
legal, governance, and evidentiary 
conditions to be satisfied more fully. 
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Annex D — Current Documented Status and Validation Posture 
 

TPTN Prototype Status 

TPTN is currently at clickable prototype stage and has been demonstrated using fictitious data. It is not 
in production deployment, has not executed live corridor operations, and should not be treated as 
deployment-ready. 

 

DGC-VV-2025-07 

DGC-VV-2025-07 is an interim acknowledgement of completed self-assessment using the ICC DSI/DGC 
MLETR Self-Assessment Tool. It is not a certification, not an endorsement, and full conformance testing 
remains pending. 

 

ISC Testing Stream TS12 (AI) 

TPTN has been evaluated under ISC Testing Stream TS12 (AI) at TRL 6, with a score of 92/96. The 
pathway is two-step: funded prototype testing in a government setting, followed by a conditional path to 
departmental adoption if the pilot proves out. It is not a procurement commitment and does not represent 
guaranteed revenue. 

 

Standards Alignment Claims 

All standards alignment claims associated with TPTN reflect design intent and architectural specification 
at the current stage. Independent verification through further testing, conformance assessment, or formal 
review remains pending unless otherwise explicitly stated. 

 

Selected Standards and International Engagements 

SCC Canadian Mirror Committee for ISO/TC 309 — Accepted to the Standards Council of Canada 
Canadian Mirror Committee for ISO/TC 309 (Governance of Organizations) in April 2026. This reflects 
participation in standards discussion and governance review, not a certification or institutional 
endorsement. 

 

UN/CEFACT eCMR Working Group — Invited participant in the UN/CEFACT eCMR Working Group, with 
first participation commencing in April 2026. This reflects contribution to a relevant standards discussion, 
not implementation authority or formal approval status. 

 

UNCITRAL Colloquium on Digital Platforms Governing Global Trade — Participated remotely in February 
2026 as an invited practitioner contributor. This reflects documented contribution to an international policy 
discussion, not formal affiliation with UNCITRAL or endorsement of TPTN. 

 

These engagements reflect participation in relevant standards and policy discussions. They do not imply 
endorsement, pilot authorization, procurement interest, or independent validation of TPTN. 
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Annex E — Reference Standards and Frameworks 
 

This annex identifies the principal legal, policy, standards, and governance references underlying the 
paper's argument. It is a navigation tool, not a literature review. 

 

UNCITRAL Family 

MLETR (Model Law on Electronic Transferable Records, 2017) 

Establishes the legal foundation for electronic transferable records by recognizing that trusted electronic 
records can perform the same function as paper originals where reliability criteria are satisfied. Central 
to the paper's argument because execution-grade infrastructure requires more than digitized forms — it 
requires a legal basis for trusted digital records. 

 

MLAC (Model Law on Automated Contracting, 2024) 

Extends legal certainty into automated contracting environments, including cases where digital systems 
participate in formation or performance of commercial arrangements. Relevant because the execution 
layer increasingly includes structured workflow logic and automated process support, even where 
humans remain accountable for material decisions. 

 

Related UNCITRAL trust and identity instruments 

Address the broader legal environment for trusted digital transactions, including cross-border recognition 
of trust services and identity-related mechanisms. Their relevance lies in supporting the wider legal and 
trust fabric within which execution-grade trade workflows would operate. 

 

Regional Frameworks 

ASEAN DEFA (Digital Economy Framework Agreement) 

Signals that Canada's principal Indo-Pacific diversification markets are moving toward a more structured 
and regionally coherent digital trade environment. It increases the cost of Canadian passivity: 
implementation norms are being shaped in a region Canada wants to trade into more deeply. 

 

EU eFTI Regulation 

Requires acceptance of electronic freight transport information within the EU framework and moves 
digital trade from optional modernization toward operational expectation. Demonstrates that paperless 
and structured digital freight handling are becoming part of the regulatory environment, not just private 
innovation. 

 

Commonwealth Model Law on Digital Trade 

Provides a practical legislative template for common-law jurisdictions seeking to modernize electronic 
trade record treatment and related digital trade law. Gives Canada an available policy pathway rather 
than leaving legal enablement as a purely conceptual objective. 
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National Implementations 

UK Electronic Trade Documents Act 2023 

Demonstrates that a major common-law jurisdiction can enact legal recognition for electronic trade 
documents within a modern legislative framework. Matters as a proof point that legal enablement is 
achievable and need not remain an indefinite policy aspiration. 

 

Singapore TradeTrust 

Shows how legal enablement can be paired with an operating framework and corridor-level pilots to 
shape practical norms around trusted digital trade records and interoperability. Illustrates the difference 
between participating in standards discussions and contributing operational proof. 

 

Trade Facilitation Standards 

WTO Trade Facilitation Agreement (TFA) 

Provides the international baseline for trade facilitation modernization, including commitments that 
support simplification, transparency, and more efficient cross-border procedures. Paperless trade and 
Single Window efforts sit within this wider facilitation agenda, even if they do not by themselves create 
the full execution layer. 

 

WCO Data Model 

Defines structured customs and trade data standards that support interoperability across border and 
trade systems. Relevant because execution-grade infrastructure depends on exchanging structured data 
with counterpart systems rather than treating each corridor as a bespoke integration exercise. 

 

UN/CEFACT Buy-Ship-Pay Model 

Provides a widely used conceptual and data framework for trade process interoperability across 
commercial and regulatory actors. The paper's argument depends on moving from isolated documents 
to coordinated transaction workflows across the trade chain. 

 

Canadian Governance References 

CAN/DGSI 104 

Provides a Canadian reference point for trustworthy and responsibly governed AI-related design and 
oversight. Relevant because any execution-grade layer that uses AI-assisted notifications, routing, or 
exception support must do so under visible human review and accountable governance. 

 

CAN/DGSI 100-8 

Provides a Canadian reference point relevant to digital governance, sovereignty, and data governance 
expectations. The execution layer is not only a workflow question; it is also a question of public-interest 
governance, control, and trust under Canadian conditions. 


