
Canada's Bill C-69

Environmental Compliance
From a Supply Chain Management Perspective



On the 8th of February 2018, the Government of Canada 
proposed a new legislation that promised to bring into 
effect updated and more rigorous environmental laws. 
The primary objective of the bill was to achieve a 
complete overhaul of the environmental assessment 
and on-going compliance of large resource projects in 
Canada. However, since it first appeared on public 
forums, the bill became, and continues to be, a 
contentious topic of discussion across the nation.

The trepidations and fears surrounding Bill C-69 
originated most prominently in the Energy and Utilities 
sector, especially around exploratory drilling activity. 
While a part of these concerns carried forward from its 
predecessor, the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Act 2012 (CEAA 2012), Bill C-69 in itself raised a myriad of 
apprehensions. Primary among these concerns, 
according to the Canadian Association of Petroleum 
Producers (CAPP), were low priority of job creation and 
disregard towards the expertise of regional regulators.1 
Additionally, the bill has received some negative press 
as a threat to Canada’s Trans Mountain Pipeline System.

Bill C-69, which implements the new Impact 
Assessment Act (IAA), replacing CEAA 2012, was passed 
in June 2019 and came into effect on August 28, 2019. 
The bill, subsequently, replaced the National Energy 
Board (established under the National Energy Board 
Act) with the Canadian Energy Regulator (under the 
Canadian Energy Regulator Act).

The new legislation calls for a greater degree of focus on 
sustainability and human impact in the planning phase 
of a project. This translates to a broader scope for the 
review process, which does away with its purely 
environmental assessment approach in favour of a 
thorough impact assessment approach that also takes 
into consideration social, health, and economic factors. 
This shift from environmental assessment to impact 
assessment signifies considerable changes for major 
projects in Canada. Proponents of these projects will 
need to re-evaluate their compliance and go the extra 
mile to monitor the impact of their projects.
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Another significant change brought on by Bill C-69 is the 
single agency concept. Under the IAA, responsibility for 
administering impact assessments will lie solely with 
the Impact Assessment Agency. This would include
projects regulated by the Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission and the Canadian Energy Regulator.

The review process and timelines associated with large 
Canadian resource projects are also expected to take a 
hit because of the bill.  Under the new regulation, which 
establishes a 300-day review cycle, the time cap can be 
extended up to 600 days upon the discretion of the 
Impact Assessment Agency. Moreover, projects can also 
be exempted from federal review, considering the 
predefined conditions for such an exemption are met. In 
that case, the project will need to undergo a regional 
assessment, conducted in partnership with the local 
jurisdiction.

Bill C-69, for the most part, is founded on the preceding 
CEAA 2012. Project types that were reviewed under 
CEAA 2012 remain subject to review under the IAA. Most 
of the quantitative thresholds have either remained the 
same or increased. However, Bill C-69 is set to impact 
the manner in which major Canadian infrastructure 
projects are reviewed.
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The Impact Assessment Act brings with it two new regulations that affect the review process of projects. The first among 
these is Regulations Designating Physical Activities. According to this new regulation, projects that require federal 
review are determined through a “Project List” that identifies and designates major projects with the greatest potential 
for adverse environmental impact. On the flipside, the Project List provides proponents with clarity and certainty on 
which projects are subject to review under the IAA.

One of the most significant roles of the Project List is to set quantitative and qualitative thresholds for, both, new and 
existing projects. These thresholds are defined using established metrics in order to eliminate ambiguity. Projects that 
match the description of a particular project type and exceed the established threshold would be designated for review.

The second regulation introduced through the IAA is the Information and Management of Time Limits Regulation. The 
Information Requirements and Time Management Regulation is tasked with determining the information that needs to 
be submitted for review and the criteria for setting, managing, and suspending time limits.

Under the IAA, the category and criteria of impact assessment (IA) will be developed over a period of 180 days. At the 
outset of this period, known as the Planning Phase, the proponents of the designated project are required to submit a 
description of the project that includes various information on the project such as its sector, proposed location, and 
potential effects. In turn, the Impact Assessment Agency provides proponents with information regarding the
assessment at the end of the Planning Phase.

New Regulations

While the new regulations do introduce new thresholds, other 
thresholds have increased to have fewer categories of designated 
projects.



Information provided by proponents at the start of the
Planning Phase:

Physical and
biological data
of the setting

Potential effects
of the project
with federal

jurisdiction lands

The project’s 
sector or type

Socio-
economic

conditions of
the region

Proposed
location

of the project

Studies and
plans relevant
to the project
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Information provided by the Impact Assessment 
Agency at the end of the Planning Phase:

The IAA gives the Impact Assessment Agency the power  to extend the timeline for the planning phase as well as the 
45-day limit for referring the assessment to a review panel, the 300-day assessment period, and the 90-day limit for a 
ministerial response to the impact assessment. The regulation allows for timeline extension for the following three 
proponent-driven grounds:

Upon request of the proponent, with the decision to extend the time limit lying solely at the discretion of 
the Agency.

Customized Impact 
Statement Guide-

Permit issuance
plan 

Public 
Participation
Plan

Indigenous people 
engagement and 
partnership plan

Cooperation plan with 
other jurisdictions

Upon submission of a design change by the proponent.

Upon non-payment of recoverable costs, fees, charges or levies on account of the assessment by the proponent.
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One of the most important aspects of the IAA is the inclusion of compliance promotion and enforcement in the review 
process. The Impact Assessment Agency is tasked with promoting, monitoring, and ensuring compliance with the IAA 
as well as decision statements issued by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change.

Federal agents (Enforcement Officers) are responsible for verifying compliance of projects and implementing 
compliance, promotion, and enforcement activities (such as inspections and investigations) that improve compliance 
with the IAA and reduce adverse effects on the environment.

Enforcement activities refer to a response to any identification of contravention of the IAA to encourage compliance and 
eliminate possibilities of future non-compliance. Enforcement actions include:

Various projects/proponents have, in the past, been subjected to such actions upon being found to be non-compliant. 
For instance, a Canadian electric utility company was issued a written warning based on an inspection of one of their 
proposed projects to construct and operate an 1100-megawatt dam in north-eastern British Columbia. The project, 
upon inspection, was found to be prone to chemical and hazardous material spills due to lack of formal training among 
employees on using spill kits.2

In another instance, a Canada-based multinational mining company was issued a written warning based on an
inspection of proposed construction, operation, and decommissioning of an open-pit and underground gold mine
in Ontario. Upon inspection, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA) found various issues such as
effluent spills and wildlife access.3

Compliance, Enforcement, and Health

Written 
warnings

Orders under 
Section 94 of 

the IAA

Injunction 
applications

Charges laid 
in the 

prosecution

Fines



Factors of Assessment
The expansion of scope of the IAA over the CEAA 2012 takes into consideration various new aspects like sustainability 
and the application of precautions in the impact assessment. Apart from including environmental, economic, social, 
health, and gender impacts in the scope, Bill C-69 also heavily emphasizes both long- and short-term negative impacts 
of a project.

While the new legislation borrows many of its assessment criteria from its predecessor, a number of new points have 
been included alongside modified old points to better suit the sustainability cause. These include:
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Greater focus on sustainability in impact assessments and
subsequent enforcement actions puts an end to trade-offs lead-
ing to short-term gains.

Understanding the need for the project

Identifying alternatives to the project

Gauging the extent to which project affects overall sustainability

Considering the interaction of impacts (such as social impacts that could impact the environment or
economy of the region)

Evaluating the extent to which the project contributes to the Government of Canada’s obligations to meet
its environmental commitments

Labelling the best possible implementation process for the project

Ensuring consistency in the use of Gender-Based Analysis Plus (GBA+) and assessing the impact on areas
that are directly related to gender issues, vulnerable groups, and indigenous communities.
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The Place for Health and
Safety in Bill C-69

As with the erstwhile CEAA 2012, the IAA lays the foundation 
for Health Canada’s legislated position as a federal
authority in impact assessments. The role held by Health 
Canada is an advisory one, responsible for providing
expertise to the Impact Assessment Agency. While Health 
Canada does not have the authority to approve or issue 
licenses and permits of development project based on the 
assessment, it does play a key part in preventing, reducing, 
and mitigating potential adverse effects directly or
indirectly related to public health.

When it comes to health impacts, there are various 
elements that need to be considered. These include
parameters like air and drinking/recreational water quality 
which is tested for potential contaminants and chemical 
fluctuation and compared to toxicological reference values 
as well as noise. Another area that determines the
assessment of impact on health is the human health risk 
assessment (HHRA). This includes considering effect arising 
from exposure scenarios and toxicological reference values 
(TRVs) as well as evaluating the effectiveness of
methodologies and calculations.



Other parameters include:

Country foods:
Potential contaminants 
based on type, amount,

and frequency of
food consumed.

Noise:
Categorizing noise,

exposure, and health 
endpoints with reference to 

internationally recognized 
standards for acoustics.

Radiological impact:
Exposure to radiological
elements in water, air, soil,
and food for both the public
and workers at the site.

Electric and magnetic 
fields (EMF):
Consider and minimize 
the health impacts of 
exposure to EMF.
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Factors considered by Health Canada in an impact assessment:

The relevance of
methodologies

employed

Possible health 
impacts

Measures 
proposed to 

mitigate health 
impacts

Conclusions 
made 

concerning 
human health 

impacts

Evidence
provided to 
support the 
conclusions 
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Acting on the Importance
of Compliance
Under the new legislation, there is an obvious increase in focus 
on compliance and subsequent enforcement. This means 
companies are required, now more than ever, to complete 
thorough internal assessments of projects in compliance with 
the federal regulations as well as corporate standards. It is clear 
from the recent incidents that this would include adopting 
compliant infrastructure and providing proper training to 
employees/contractors.

The strict penalty system leaves little room for non-compliance. 
Penalties range from CAD 500 (USD 377) for first offense for an 
individual to CAD 8,000,000 (USD 6,028,720) for second offense 
for medium or large revenue corporations.4

 
While non-compliance can be an expensive affair, compliance 
comes with its costs as well. Providing employees/contractors 
applicable training can be a costly affair for companies. On the 
other hand, hiring contractors that are pre-trained and
prequalified can greatly reduce the cost burden on companies.

Partnering with an extensive network provider of suppliers and 
clients, such as Avetta, can help companies find contract
workers whose qualifications and training match the corporate 
and IAA guidelines. By ensuring that clients are matched with 
suppliers with desired levels of prequalification and
certification, Avetta helps companies minimize, and even
eliminate, the risks of non-compliance. Moreover, partnering 
with Avetta provides companies access to sustainability
evaluation that thoroughly investigates your supply chain and 
ensures compliance with IAA standards.

With added value through the advanced proprietary analytics 
platform that enables dynamic reporting, companies can 
achieve accurate, up-to-date visibility into their supply chain. 
This translates to better and faster decision-making which in 
turn keeps the company at par with the shifting regulatory
landscapes.
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Bill C-69 has faced some contention in the political and public sphere. However, the new legislation has
redefined project assessments in Canada. Aspects like the single agency concept and a mandatory early planning
and engagement phase ensure a stronger approach to reducing adverse environmental impacts of projects and
greater transparency around ministerial decision-making.

Moreover, the shift from environmental assessment to impact assessment promises to expand the factors for
consideration beyond the biophysical environment. Along with the requirement to identify both adverse and
beneficial effects, the new legislation enforces measures that support the Government of Canada’s requirement
to meet it environmental commitments.

Canada has often been considered a world leader in developing legislation that benefit the social and environmental 
aspects of projects, which is why it is reasonable to believe that the introduction of Bill C-69 could prompt other
countries around the world to adopt similar legislations.

Possibilities and the Future
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Avetta connects leading global organizations with more than 85,000 qualified suppliers, contractors, and 
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results in helping companies reduce TRIR, our highly configurable solutions elevate safety and sustainability 
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