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Overview 

Ø Thank you, Madam Chair. My name is Francis Bradley, COO of the 

Canadian Electricity Association.  

Ø I am joined by Terry Toner, with Nova Scotia Power. 

 
Ø We will provide the electricity sector’s perspective onC-69, 

focusing on the Impact Assessment Act. 

 
Ø  CEA is the voice of the Canadian electricity sector. Our members 

reflect the full value chain of electricity, including generation, 

transmission and distribution companies from across Canada, as 

well as equipment manufacturers and technology companies.  
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Ø The electricity sector is  uniquely positioned to help Canada meet 

it’s climate change targets. 

 
Ø More than 80% of electricity in Canada is already non-emitting. 

Since 2005, our sector has reduced greenhouse gas emissions by 

30% and are on track to reduce a further 30% by 2020.  

 

Ø To build on this success, significant investments will need to be 

made in the coming years. The Conference Board of Canada 

estimates that our sector will need to make $350 billion in 

investments by 2030.  

 
Ø This is a huge opportunity for Canada. To realize it, we need a 

clear and predictable regulatory framework. 

Ø Right now, C-69 does not provide this.  

Ø As a Committee, you have an opportunity to create balanced 

legislation. 
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Ø Let me turn to Terry  who will share our concerns and 

recommendations. 

 

Ø Firstly, the Minister’s discretion. 

 
Ø Good projects in the electricity sector require regulatory 

certainty. This is why we support the publication of the Project 

List regulations before the finalization of the legislation, and also 

why we are concerned with the Minister’s unlimited ability to 

designate an unlisted project for review.  

 
Ø Designation by Ministerial discretion should be based on 

predefined, publicly available criteria and should be used in 

exceptional circumstances only.  

Ø Second, timelines;  
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Ø The government’s goal of process predictability is undermined by 

provisions in the Act that permit limitless extensions and 

suspensions of review processes.  

 

Ø Currently, C-69 gives the Minister the ability to suspend or extend 

timelines 26 times. The risk and uncertainty of such delays is 

unacceptable  

 

Ø ‘Stop the clock’ provisions and the criteria for extension or 

suspension decisions must be clearly defined and publicly 

available so that proponents can assess risks before projects go 

for review. 

 
Ø CEA supports a legislated 730 day limit for review processes.  

 

 
Ø Third, certainty and predictability.  
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Ø Proponents should receive the scope of information and process 

requirements at the outset of the impact assessment process.  

 
Ø This should include the assessment criteria, scope, and the 

Agency’s expectations for consultations. This can be done through 

an alteration to section 18 that outlines expectations in a Notice 

of Commencement. 

 

Ø Fourth, reducing jurisdictional overlap. 

 
Ø It is critical that the Project List focuses on major, large scale 

projects of national significance that may have adverse effects in 

areas of federal jurisdiction. The stipulation of assessing projects 

with potential for effects within the federal authority should be 

listed in Section 6. 
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Ø Further, projects on the project list should not require an impact 

assessment if the effects are already appropriately regulated. This 

inclusion should be outlined in a revised section 16(2).  

 

Ø Lastly, the consultation and accommodation of Indigenous 

communities. 

Ø While the Canadian courts and the Prime Minister stated that the 

duty to consult in the Bill does not constitute a ‘veto’, it remains a 

vaguely defined concept. 

 
Ø The bill’s preamble, which references the incorporation of the 

United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, 

should be modified.  

 
Ø Our industry has a strong track record of meaningful, effective 

indigenous engagement and consultation. But while Indigenous 

interests must be considered seriously and in good faith, they 

should not amount to a veto on a project decision. 
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Ø Francis  

 

 

Ø Our sector is looking ahead to an unparalleled era of innovation 

and investment. Bill C-69 is intended to provide more certainty- 

one review, one decision. But as written it adds project risk and 

uncertainty that will make these investments more challenging. 

This is not what the government intended.  

Ø With the amendments that we have suggested, we believe that 

this legislation can be made more workable for our industry and 

better achieve what it is trying to do.  

Ø Thank you.  

 
- End - 


