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● (1120)

[Translation]
The Chair (Angelo Iacono (Alfred-Pellan, Lib.)): The meeting

is now public.

Today the Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable
Development is undertaking a briefing and is meeting with senior
officials from the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada and the
Canada Water Agency for one hour.

The witnesses are accompanied by Adam Borden, senior parlia‐
mentary affairs officer at the department, to support the testimony
of senior officials.

Is it the will of the committee to allow Mr. Borden to attend the
in camera session? I see that everyone is in agreement. Good.

Today we have, from the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada,
Patricia Brady, vice-president, strategic policy and programs; Ian
Ketcheson, vice-president, indigenous relations; and Éric Landry,
vice-president, operations.

From the Canada Water Agency, we have Gemma Boag, director
general, freshwater policy and engagement; Véronique Hiri‐
art‑Baer, director general, freshwater management; and Justyna
Frobisher, acting director general, corporate services directorate, by
video conference.

Is that correct, Mr. Clerk? Good.

[English]

Each organization has up to five minutes to make an opening
statement.

We will start with the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada.

You have five minutes. Thank you.
Patricia Brady (Vice-President, Strategic Policy and Pro‐

grams, Impact Assessment Agency of Canada): Thank you, Mr.
Chair and honourable members.

My name is Patricia Brady, and I am the vice-president of the
strategic policy and programs sector at the Impact Assessment
Agency of Canada. I'm here with my colleagues Ian Ketcheson,
who's the vice-president of indigenous relations, and Éric Landry,
who is the vice-president of operations at the agency.

I’d like to begin by acknowledging that we are gathered on the
unceded territory of the Anishinabe Algonquin nation.

[Translation]

I am pleased to appear before the committee today to provide an
overview of the work of the Impact Assessment Agency and to an‐
swer your questions on the Impact Assessment Act.

The agency’s main responsibility is to conduct impact assess‐
ments of major projects, and regional assessments which look at
prospective development on a regional basis to identify issues in
advance, including cumulative effects.

Impact assessment is a project planning tool and the act provides
for a process and forum to assess the effects of projects, coordinate
Crown consultation and meet the duty to consult, and obtain public
input.

Assessments ensure that issues are identified in advance so that
adverse effects in federal areas that may be caused by projects can
be prevented or mitigated through project design changes or condi‐
tions.

[English]

The act applies only to major projects, such as large mines, nu‐
clear facilities and ports. Projects subject to the act are identified in
the physical activities regulations, commonly known as the project
list, which set out the types and sizes of projects that are subject to
the act. The list focuses on those projects that are most likely to
cause adverse effects in areas of federal jurisdiction, which include
effects on fish and fish habitat, migratory birds and transboundary
waters, as well as impacts on indigenous people.

Since the Impact Assessment Act first came into force, in 2019,
an average of eight projects per year have met these thresholds and
entered the federal assessment process. These projects are subject
to an initial assessment, which includes consultations with indige‐
nous peoples and the public, identification of key issues, and then a
determination by the agency as to whether a comprehensive assess‐
ment is required. Approximately 40% of the projects that have
come in and triggered the act have completed the process at that
stage with early decisions, and many of those have been within six
months. Only the most complex projects with the potential for seri‐
ous adverse effects in federal jurisdiction will require more compre‐
hensive assessments.
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For these projects, the agency is now reforming our processes to
complete comprehensive assessments within two years, in line with
the government's commitments. There is flexibility within the cur‐
rent framework to do this through a number of measures, including
focusing on key issues within federal jurisdiction; consulting in‐
digenous peoples earlier and in a more targeted manner; standardiz‐
ing process elements such as mitigation measures; using new tools,
including artificial intelligence, to streamline internal process time‐
lines; and reducing information requirements on proponents by re‐
lying on and deferring to provincial processes where overlap exists.

Co-operation with provinces will be key to meeting accelerated
timelines and is a major focus for the agency right now. In the
Speech from the Throne, the government committed to striking co-
operation agreements with every interested province to realize the
goal of “one project, one review” for major projects. First ministers
then agreed to work toward efficiently and effectively implement‐
ing this, with the goal of a single assessment for all projects in a
manner that respects federal, provincial and territorial jurisdiction,
enhances coordination activities on permitting and eliminates dupli‐
cation.

Co-operation agreements under the Impact Assessment Act will
enable this and will set out how we'll work with provinces to meet
shared and respective responsibilities to protect the environment
and indigenous rights. This would replicate the positive experience
we’ve had with B.C., where “one project, one review” has been the
norm for the past decade. The agency has been working with
provincial counterparts to develop agreements. We're currently con‐
sulting publicly on the “one project, one review” approach, and we
have our first draft agreement, other than the agreement that exists
with B.C. Our first draft agreement with New Brunswick was post‐
ed last week for consultation, and we are hopeful and expect more
to come in the coming weeks.
[Translation]

Thank you again for the opportunity to highlight some of the
agency’s current work and priorities.

My colleagues and I are happy to take questions.
● (1125)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Brady.

We'll now go to Ms. Boag from the Canada Water Agency for
five minutes.
[English]

Gemma Boag (Director General, Freshwater Policy and En‐
gagement, Canada Water Agency): Thank you, Chair and hon‐
ourable members.

I'd also like to begin by acknowledging that we are gathered on
the traditional unceded territory of the Algonquin Anishinabe na‐
tion. We honour their enduring relationship with this land and water
and recognize the vital role of indigenous peoples in protecting and
stewarding fresh water.

The Canada Water Agency is a new federal organization with the
mandate to improve freshwater management in Canada by provid‐
ing leadership, effective collaboration federally, and improved co‐
ordination and collaboration with provinces, territories and indige‐

nous peoples to proactively address national and regional trans‐
boundary freshwater challenges and opportunities.

The agency was launched in October 2024 with the coming into
force of the Canada Water Agency Act. The agency reports to the
Minister of Environment and Climate Change and is headquartered
in Winnipeg, with offices across the country to ensure responsive‐
ness to regional freshwater issues.

Fresh water is an irreplaceable natural resource. From coast to
coast to coast, fresh water is fundamental to the economy, commu‐
nities and the environment. Pressures such as climate change, land
use change and pollution are driving changes in freshwater quality
and quantity. Freshwater governance in Canada is complex, high‐
lighting the need for strong, ongoing collaboration.

[Translation]

The Canada Water Agency directly responds to Canada’s fresh‐
water challenges and opportunities through work in five key areas.

First, through service to Canadians we are focused on restoring
and protecting significant freshwater ecosystems.

For example, one of our key programs is the delivery of freshwa‐
ter ecosystem initiatives. In the Great Lakes, St. Lawrence River,
Lake Winnipeg and other nationally significant water bodies across
the country, the Canada Water Agency supports freshwater manage‐
ment programs that improve ecosystem health in service to Canadi‐
ans. These initiatives also mobilize financial commitments from
multiple partners. The geographic extent of these initiatives is enor‐
mous, including approximately 90% of Canada’s population and
covering 40% of Canada’s surface area.

Second, the agency provides policy leadership that responds to
Canada’s most pressing freshwater challenges and opportunities.

For example, the Canada Water Agency chairs the federal fresh‐
water committee, which provides a forum for strategic discussion
among senior management from 26 federal departments and agen‐
cies with a responsibility towards freshwater.

[English]

Our third work stream is cross-country collaboration, which in‐
volves creating partnerships to protect nationally significant fresh‐
water ecosystems. In this role, the agency chairs and supports sev‐
eral domestic and international water boards, which strengthen col‐
laboration on water issues among jurisdictions.
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In our fourth work stream, we work to promote freshwater litera‐
cy to cultivate a water-aware Canada. As part of our freshwater
ecosystem initiatives, we collaborate with partners to deliver re‐
ports on the state of significant water bodies. Through the EcoAc‐
tion program, we support community-led projects aimed at increas‐
ing community engagement in protecting and sustaining freshwater
resources.

Lastly, our work on science and data is focused on translating
freshwater science and data to inform decision-making. For exam‐
ple, the agency is collaboratively leading the development of a na‐
tional freshwater data strategy to establish guidelines and principles
for how freshwater information can be stored, organized and
shared.
● (1130)

[Translation]

In closing, the Canada Water Agency is committed to ensuring
that freshwater in Canada is clean, safe and well managed—today
and for generations to come.

We look forward to working on the government’s freshwater pri‐
orities.

Thank you.

We are happy to take questions.
The Chair: Ms. Boag, thank you for your comments.

We will now move on to the question period.

Mr. Ross, you have the floor for six minutes.
[English]

Ellis Ross (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, CPC): Thank you.

Thank you for that presentation. It was very enlightening.

I'm glad to hear we're talking about indigenous issues as well as
transboundary issues.

First nations from the U.S.A. are currently intending to expand
their interests under section 35 of the Constitution, arguing they are
owed a duty to consult and accommodate with major and minor
projects in Canada. How are your departments preparing for this
challenge?

Ian Ketcheson (Vice-President, Indigenous Relations, Impact
Assessment Agency of Canada): I can respond.

As you're aware, and as the committee will be aware, there was a
recent Supreme Court case that indicated—

Ellis Ross: By the way, I should have prefaced that with the
court case. It was the Desautel case.

Ian Ketcheson: Yes.

Following the Desautel decision, which did find there's a possi‐
bility for some indigenous nations in the United States to have
some section 35 rights in Canada, we're very aware of that. In the
current context, there have been a number of projects coming
through the Impact Assessment Agency system that have been lo‐
cated in close proximity to the United States. We work closely with
our colleagues in British Columbia on these. We have not been for‐

mally consulting with those groups in our projects; however, B.C.
has a process for working with the southeast Alaska indigenous
groups, and we have provided some engagement support for them
currently. We recognize that, following the Desautel case, it is im‐
portant to hear perspectives from communities based outside of
Canada. On the active projects we have, we have not identified
them for consultation, but we have been working to ensure their
concerns are heard.

Ellis Ross: Thank you.

You are aware that the court case was actually very narrowly de‐
fined. It didn't expand into section 35 rights per se. It was a hunting
right. If anybody else wants to challenge that, it has to be chal‐
lenged in our courts. It does not necessarily mean we need to con‐
sult and accommodate first nations from the United States.

I was very glad to hear about the efficient timelines proposed and
the objectives for the impact assessment guidelines. We talked
about duplication. I heard about that. It sounds very similar to the
newly created major projects office. Is there going to be a lot of du‐
plication? It sounds exactly the same as what was described by the
Prime Minister in terms of fast-tracking major projects.

Patricia Brady: I can answer that.

I would say that not all of the projects that will be eventually list‐
ed under the new Building Canada Act will necessarily be projects
that are designated under the Impact Assessment Act. There's the
potential that there will be projects listed that actually are not sub‐
ject to the Impact Assessment Act.

Where projects that are designated under the Building Canada
Act are subject to impact assessment, proponents for those projects
will continue to be required to provide information and go through
our process, and we will continue to be required to do an impact as‐
sessment. The difference is that, at the end of that, conditions will
be recommended as a result of our process to the minister responsi‐
ble for the Building Canada Act, and then those conditions will be
part of a single authorization of conditions document that would be
issued for the project, which would have otherwise perhaps been a
separate Fisheries Act authorization or any other permits that might
be required.

Impact assessment, if it would otherwise apply to a project that is
designed under that act, will continue to apply, but it will be a
streamlined process and a streamlined conditions document. We
will continue to have a role in conducting impact assessments.

● (1135)

Ellis Ross: Thank you.

National security is a big issue, and I haven't heard any conversa‐
tion about that in relation to environmental assessments. Is there
any process in terms of potential participants in environmental as‐
sessments? Are there any background checks to see whether their
participation in a Canadian impact assessment is fully or partially
funded or even influenced by foreign interest groups?
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Patricia Brady: National security isn't a factor under the Impact
Assessment Act when looking at the impacts of projects, but the In‐
vestment Canada Act's national security provisions would apply to
investments in major projects. So there is a federal act that looks at
national security issues for investments and who the investors are in
major projects. It's obviously a separate act. When we're talking
about impact assessment, we're focused on the impacts of the
project and not on the investor.

Ellis Ross: Not anybody asking to participate in an environmen‐
tal assessment.... There is no background check to see if these par‐
ticipants are funded by foreign interests or influenced by foreign in‐
terests when they're actually trying to engage in an environmental
assessment that will affect Canada's future.

Patricia Brady: It is a public process. Members of the public,
interest groups, indigenous groups, obviously, and community
members are invited to provide public input into the public process.
All of that is factored into consideration—

Ellis Ross: I understand that. My question is whether there are
any background checks to see if participants are actually being in‐
fluenced or funded by foreign interest groups.

Patricia Brady: We don't do background checks. We often get
thousands of comments on the public record, submitted through our
website with respect to projects. We don't do background checks in
that regard. We do vet comments, of course, for appropriateness be‐
fore they are posted online.

Ellis Ross: Okay.

Does the current Canadian environmental assessment allow for
non-federal or non-provincial governmental environmental assess‐
ments to be legally recognized, similar to B.C.'s Environmental As‐
sessment Act?

The Chair: The time is up. Give a very short response, please.
Patricia Brady: The short answer is yes.
Ellis Ross: Thank you.
The Chair: We will go to Mr. Grant.
Wade Grant (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

You mentioned the co-operation agreement that was signed with
New Brunswick. I was lucky enough to meet with the delegation
from New Brunswick two days ago, and I recognize that they did
sign that.

As a member from British Columbia, I know that it brings cer‐
tainty to businesses in my province. I just wanted to ask if you
could expand on how IAAC works with and collaborates with
provinces on impact assessments and collaboration.

Éric Landry (Vice-President, Operations, Impact Assessment
Agency of Canada): I'll take this one.

We have a memorandum of understanding with the Province of
British Columbia. It sets the framework and defines how we collab‐
orate with the province. The agreement sets a framework for substi‐
tutions—essentially, how substitutions work. The provincial minis‐
ter will make a request for the project to be substituted to the
provincial process. Essentially, the provincial process will meet the
needs of both the federal government and the provincial govern‐
ment. It is a single process to meet the needs of both governments.

My team in the region will work closely with the B.C. environ‐
mental agency office, and we will support them through that pro‐
cess. We will support indigenous consultation through that process.
We also offer participant funding for that process. Essentially, the
province manages that process, and we're there to support them. It
leads to an efficient process. It's one process, one review. Once the
province has completed its review, it will submit a report to provin‐
cial ministers—typically, there are two ministers in B.C. who will
make the decision—and to the federal minister of the environment
for their decision.

There's a good track record of substitutions. The vast majority of
our projects are substituted to the province. There are two recent
examples under the Impact Assessment Act. The Cedar LNG
project was approved in about three and a half years. More recently,
the Ksi Lisims LNG project was approved on September 15. That
was just over four years.

● (1140)

Wade Grant: You mentioned consultation with indigenous
groups as well, and I just wanted to expand on that. How does
IAAC engage and consult with indigenous communities as part of
the impact assessment process?

Ian Ketcheson: Our overwhelming priority in conducting an im‐
pact assessment on the indigenous consultation side is to ensure the
full, active participation of indigenous groups that are potentially
affected, so that they have a leadership role in the assessment itself.
This means that we have dedicated teams across the country that
will work closely with the communities to make sure that we're
working with them in a way that works for their governance and the
way they make decisions and build consensus within communities.
At every step of the way, we ensure that we are working hand in
hand with our indigenous partners to make sure that we can truly
understand and communicate to decision-makers the range of po‐
tential impacts and ensure that those messages and concerns are
carried all the way through.

We work with more than 300 communities across the country.
We have teams across the country that spend a lot of time working
with those partners to make sure their voices are heard and priori‐
tized in the process.

Wade Grant: I don't want to leave out our water folks over here.
I want to make sure that I ask them a few questions.

I live on the mouth of the Fraser River, where the fresh water
meets the salt water of the Pacific Ocean. Fresh water is important
for the salmon that run by. How is the agency coordinating at all
levels of government, territories and indigenous communities to en‐
gage in shared water management?
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Gemma Boag: We are focused on collaborating at the federal
level. Within the federal level, there are over 20 departments and
agencies that touch on fresh water in some way. As I mentioned in
my opening remarks, the agency chairs an interdepartmental com‐
mittee to bring together those departments to advance strategic ap‐
proaches to working on freshwater issues. We also work closely
with provinces and territories in terms of implementing freshwater
ecosystem initiatives. We also work jointly with those governments
on water boards, for example the Prairie Provinces Water Board
and the Mackenzie River Basin Board. We work closely with in‐
digenous partners in those venues and also on various initiatives
that the agency is undertaking. For example, in the development of
a freshwater data strategy, we engage with indigenous partners di‐
rectly.

Importantly, we also work with stakeholders and with the public
on initiatives. A current example of that is that we're holding round
tables on water issues around the country, whether that be water in
the economy or water in collaboration with different jurisdictions,
where we bring together experts and stakeholders to discuss issues.
That's a bit of our convening role. That's a bit of a high level, but
we can give more examples.

The Chair: We have time for one short question and one short
answer.

Wade Grant: What investments are being made to address cli‐
mate-driven challenges, such as flooding and droughts?

Gemma Boag: In terms of flooding and droughts, the majority
of the agency's programs work on water quality issues. Some of
those interventions—the programs my colleague runs—help im‐
prove resilience to flood and drought impacts in watersheds. There
are other programs in the federal government that look at flood and
drought issues as well.

Recognizing the time, I'll stop there.

[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Grant.

I now give the floor to Mr. Bonin for six minutes.

Patrick Bonin (Repentigny, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to thank the witnesses for being with us today. I also want
to thank them for their presentations.

We're talking about fast-tracking projects by reducing wait times
from five to two years. You've suggested ways to do that. If it's so
easy, why weren't the timelines shortened earlier?

Patricia Brady: I'll start by saying that timelines were set out in
the legislation. The idea was to set maximum deadlines.

When the Impact Assessment Act came into force in 2019, we
followed that directive. Now we're following another one, which is
to set two-year deadlines.

I also want to clarify something. There are a lot of mispercep‐
tions or misconceptions about the timelines of our work.

● (1145)

[English]

For assessments that have gone through the comprehensive pro‐
cess, Éric mentioned timelines of around four years. We have actu‐
ally completed 20 assessments in and around six months. The way
the process works is that there is an initial assessment period, after
which we may determine, after consultation, that there isn't a need
for a comprehensive assessment. If you look at the average timeline
of initial assessments and comprehensive assessments, it's around
10 months. With that, the timelines are not as far off as we might
think.

Again, there are ways to improve our processes through experi‐
ence and finding efficiencies. There are new tools available now
that weren't available when we began implementing the act, and
we're going to use those flexibilities to meet the two-year timelines.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: Thank you.

Earlier, you mentioned that a project included in Bill C‑5 would
be subject to an impact assessment if it were considered a designat‐
ed project.

As I understand it, the Impact Assessment Act is provided for in
Bill C‑5. The major projects office or the government can decide
not to conduct an impact assessment for a project that is designated.

Did I understand correctly?

[English]

Patricia Brady: Under the Building Canada Act, if a designated
project under that act is also a designated project under the Impact
Assessment Act—which will not necessarily be the case—an im‐
pact assessment will be required of that project.

I think there was mention of five projects that were announced.
First of all, those projects were referred to the major projects office.
They haven't yet gone through the process to be formally listed or
scheduled under the Building Canada Act. Three of those projects
have already completed assessments, so they won't require any fur‐
ther assessment by us, because those have already completed as‐
sessments, and the other two projects are not subject to the Impact
Assessment Act, so we won't interact with them under the new act.

[Translation]

Patrick Bonin: We asked that the Montreal airport expansion
project, which includes a new jetty, be subject to an environmental
assessment. The Minister of Environment replied that it was not
possible to designate the project for that purpose, pursuant to para‐
graph 9(7)(b) of the Impact Assessment Act, because funds had
been allocated, in this case by the Canada Infrastructure Bank.

As I understand it, if the federal government invests money in a
project, it automatically can't be designated by the minister to un‐
dergo an environmental assessment.
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Can you explain that to me?
Éric Landry: That's right. There are limits to the minister's dis‐

cretion for designating a project that is not on our project list.

Subsection 9(7) contains two subcomponents that limit her pow‐
er in the following cases: when another federal department has
granted a permit or authorization enabling the project in question to
proceed, and when a federal agency has granted funds and those
funds have been disbursed. The latter applied in the case of the
Montreal airport.

When my team receives an application for designation, we first
check to see if the project is on the project list. If so, it is already
designated, so there is no need for the minister to exercise her dis‐
cretion. Otherwise, before triggering the formal process of applying
for designation, we check whether any of the restrictions set out in
subsection 9(7) apply to the project in question, which was the case
for the Montreal airport project.

If memory serves, we received over 75 applications for designa‐
tion, and in at least 15 cases, a restriction applied and the minister
could not exercise her discretion.
● (1150)

The Chair: Mr. Bonin, you have time for a brief question and a
brief answer.

Patrick Bonin: Okay.

I'm going to put my question to the representatives of the Canada
Water Agency.

First of all, thank you for being with us.

We recently learned that 97% of the PFAS, aka forever chemi‐
cals, in the river come from the Great Lakes in Ontario. We all
know that these substances are highly problematic.

Do you have any information on what's being done to address
this issue?

The Chair: I'm sorry, but the time is up.
Véronique Hiriart-Baer (Director General, Freshwater Man‐

agement, Canada Water Agency): Okay.

We'll get back to you in writing.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Now we will go to Mrs. Anstey for five minutes, please.
Carol Anstey (Long Range Mountains, CPC): Thank you.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here today. Some of the in‐
formation is helpful. I just want some clarity on a couple of things.

The Prime Minister was recently in my province, Newfoundland
and Labrador, and after he left there were all kinds of news reports
about the Bay du Nord project being on the major projects list.

I'm wondering if they are there. Are they listed?
Patricia Brady: There currently aren't any projects formally list‐

ed under the Building Canada Act.

There was an announcement of the first five projects that were
being referred to the new major projects office. Bay du Nord is not
one of those five projects. There was an announcement of five
projects that would be referred to the office. It will be for the office
to determine whether or not those are designated or whether there
are other services that those projects will benefit from. There were
also three broader strategies that are not in the project level phase
but were being referred to the office as well.

I can go through those that were in the public announcement: the
Contrecoeur Port of Montreal expansion, the Darlington nuclear
project in Ontario, LNG Canada phase 2, the McIlvenna Bay mine
in Saskatchewan, and the Red Chris mine in B.C. The broader
strategies the office will consider are the Port of Churchill, the Alto
high-speed rail project, and, in the east, Wind West.

Carol Anstey: I'm sorry. I probably should have clarified: I'm
wondering if they're being considered. Have they come up in con‐
versation? There was a lot of publicity around it afterwards. After
he met with people in the sector, at least a couple of news reports
came out that said they were being considered. Do you have any
awareness that they're being considered?

Patricia Brady: I am just aware of what has been publicly an‐
nounced. The major projects office would be better placed to an‐
swer those questions. The ones that have been publicly announced
for consideration are the ones I listed.

Carol Anstey: Thank you.

You talked a little bit about the misinformation or the misunder‐
standing around the timelines for environmental assessment, but the
major projects office had to be created. I'm wondering about the
streamlining process. What was broken within the system in order
for this new process to have to move forward?

Patricia Brady: The Building Canada Act doesn't just deal with
impact assessment. I think there are 19 pieces of legislation listed in
the schedule that it deals with. The objectives are to provide more
upfront certainty on the outcomes, so that the initial authorization
of the project—sort of pre-approved, subject to conditions—will be
issued in a single document, as opposed to multiple, which is cur‐
rently the case. Currently, there is an impact assessment decision,
but we're just one part of the regulatory process. As I mentioned at
the outset, it doesn't apply to very many projects. There are Fish‐
eries Act authorizations, Species at Risk Act authorizations, mining
effluent regulations and a number of federal permits.

The objective of the act is to streamline all of those permits into
one process, which is supposed to happen within two years, and a
single decision document. It's also to provide investors with upfront
certainty on the outcomes of those processes. The other require‐
ments of these acts will still apply to those projects.

● (1155)

Carol Anstey: Okay.
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At our last meeting, we talked about the oil and emissions cap.
I'm wondering how that interacts with the environmental assess‐
ment for the projects that do make their way onto the list. Are they
still subject to the cap? How does that work?

Patricia Brady: A project being subject to an impact assessment
under our act wouldn't have any implications for our obligations
under the cap.

Carol Anstey: Okay.
Patricia Brady: An impact assessment could look at emissions

related to projects and understand what the emissions would be.
There is no federal jurisdiction under our act to impose conditions
in relation to emissions, but they could be assessed.

Carol Anstey: When you're talking about timelines and fast-
tracking projects, do you ever measure or study the financial im‐
pacts of the delays on the projects that move forward? We hear
from a lot of proponents that time is money within their business.
In light of where we are as a country, I'm just curious to know
whether that is ever considered in terms of the timelines you're
reaching for.

The Chair: I'm sorry. The time is up.

Perhaps you can provide us with a written response to that or else
answer it in later questions from members. I'm sorry about that.

Thank you.
[Translation]

I now give the floor to Mr. St‑Pierre for five minutes.
Éric St-Pierre (Honoré-Mercier, Lib.): Thank you for being

with us today.

As you know, Bill C‑5 received royal assent in June 2025.

First, Ms. Hiriart‑Baer and Ms. Brady, can you comment on the
impact that the bill has had on your respective agencies?

What is the specific relationship between your respective agen‐
cies and the Major Projects Office?

Patricia Brady: The Impact Assessment Agency of Canada is
still being set up.
[English]

The new office has announced a CEO, Dawn Farrell. It's still in
the process of staffing up, first of all, but certainly for those
projects that are subject to our act and that are listed under the new
act, we will have to be working very closely with the major projects
office to support the development of those conditions documents
within two years. The internal governance processes under which
we'll work will be established once the office is fully set up, but
we'll certainly be working closely with them and supporting their
work.
[Translation]

Éric St-Pierre: Then it's a work in progress. We will have to
wait and see.

Ms. Brady, you mentioned the Contrecœur expansion project. As
a member from Quebec, I'm curious to know more. My colleague's
riding is not too far from Contrecœur either.

Can you comment on the assessment of the Contrecœur project,
if it's not too early to talk about it?

Has a timeline already been set for the project?

Éric Landry: By way of background, the Contrecœur expansion
project underwent an environmental assessment, and the role of the
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada ended after that. The permits
are issued by the agencies responsible for regulating the project.

In terms of timelines, the Major Projects Office would be in a
better position to answer your question. Our role ended when the
project was approved.

Éric St-Pierre: I'd like you to tell us about your working rela‐
tionship with the Canada Energy Regulator.

Could you give us more background and briefly explain the rela‐
tionship between your agency and the Canada Energy Regulator?

Éric Landry: There is a memorandum of understanding that de‐
fines how we work with the Canada Energy Regulator. There are no
projects currently under assessment for which the legislation gov‐
erning our agency and the CER applies.

Our president and his counterpart meet a few times a year for an
informal dialogue. We are currently in discussions with our coun‐
terparts to prepare for potential major projects related to the legisla‐
tion governing our agency and the CER. In that case, an integrated
assessment would be required to meet the requirements of our re‐
spective laws.

We are laying the groundwork for potential projects, but at the
moment, there are none in the pipeline.

● (1200)

Éric St-Pierre: I have only a minute and a half left. I'm going to
switch very quickly, then, to the Canada Water Agency.

I represent the riding of Honoré—Mercier. It borders the Rivière
des Prairies, which flows into the St. Lawrence River. My col‐
league's riding is also on the St. Lawrence.

Generally speaking, can you tell us how important the Rivière
des Prairies or the St. Lawrence River is to your agency?

Do you currently have any challenges regarding the St. Lawrence
River?

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: Thank you for the question.

We have established eight freshwater ecosystem initiatives, and
one of them concerns the St. Lawrence River. Others concern, for
example, the Fraser River and the body of water located east of the
Saint John River.

Since 1988, we have been working with Quebec to protect the
St. Lawrence ecosystem under the Canada-Quebec Agreement on
the St. Lawrence, which resulted in the St. Lawrence action plan.
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This is a successful working relationship, currently in its final
phase. It covers the years 2011-26, and its objective is to improve
the water quality of the St. Lawrence, conserve its biodiversity and
ensure it can be sustainably used.

This is a body of water that is really important to us and has ma‐
jor economic significance, as I'm sure you know. We are currently
in negotiations to renew the agreement for the years 2026-36.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Hiriart‑Baer and Mr. St‑Pierre.

I now give the floor to Mr. Bonin for two and a half minutes.
Patrick Bonin: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to continue the discussion on the same topic.

I received letters and met with people from the priority interven‐
tion zone, or ZIP, committees, which you are very familiar with.
They were extremely concerned to see that their funding would not
be renewed. I was told that they would no longer have funding as of
2026 and would have to turn to Canada Water Agency programs.

Can you confirm that no renewals have been formalized?

The ZIP committees are worried about their future. Does that
concern you, given the importance of their work?

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: Yes, in 2026, the ZIP program, devel‐
oped under the Canada-Quebec Agreement on the St. Lawrence,
will go in a different direction.

When we created the ZIP committees, the regional round tables
did not yet exist. They are now established in most of the regions
where the ZIP committees have been set up.

However, the respective mandates of the regional round tables
and the ZIP committees overlap. Ending the direct subsidy of ZIP
committees under the agreement avoids any overlap.

That doesn't mean that the ZIP committees won't be able to con‐
tinue fulfilling their mandate. For example, the Lac Saint‑Pierre
ZIP committee will continue its work. Our contribution is only one
of many that enable these committees to do their work.

Patrick Bonin: You're saying that the federal government will
have no money next year to contribute to the basic operations of the
ZIP committees.

What was the total amount of the envelope for the ZIP commit‐
tees?

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: The total amount of the envelope was
about $1 million. Each ZIP committee received approximate‐
ly $75,000 a year.

Patrick Bonin: As far as I know, the regional round tables are
not funded by the federal government. They are funded only by the
province.

Is that correct?
Véronique Hiriart-Baer: Yes, it is a provincial responsibility.

For example, the Province of Quebec provides funding to support
regional round tables and develop priorities.

The Chair: You have time for one last question, Mr. Bonin.

Patrick Bonin: You say there is no federal money for regional
round tables.

What you're telling me is that the ZIP committees don't do any‐
thing more than what the regional round tables do. However, in my
opinion, they are not the same thing.

● (1205)

The Chair: Ms. Hiriart‑Baer, please be brief.

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: I will follow up in writing on the dif‐
ference between the ZIP committees and the regional round tables.

What I can tell you is that the ZIP committees will be able to
make applications through the Canada Water Agency.

The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Next is Mr. Bexte for five minutes. Thank you.

David Bexte (Bow River, CPC): Thank you, Chair.

I appreciate your time today. Thank you, witnesses, for coming.

Related to Bill C-5, and now that the major projects office has
been announced, I wonder what your agency is doing to ensure that
there's not going to be duplication of effort among provincial agen‐
cies and assessments that have already taken place, or potential fu‐
ture assessments.

Patricia Brady: Between provinces and the federal government,
one of our priorities right now is working on co-operation agree‐
ments with the provinces to implement a “one project, one review”
approach, which means that a project would be subject to both a
federal and a provincial act. From a proponent's perspective, and
from the perspective of indigenous groups that we consult, we'll
have one process that will apply.

David Bexte: Are you working on that and developing the rules?

Patricia Brady: We currently have a co-operation agreement in
place with British Columbia—

David Bexte: That's right, but not with the rest of Canada.

Patricia Brady: We now have a draft agreement with New
Brunswick, so we'll begin implementing.... The federal government
committed to be ready to strike these agreements within six months
from the Speech from the Throne, so we are hopeful. By the end of
fall, in the coming weeks, is when we've said the federal side would
be ready to start implementing them, and federal—

David Bexte: Are you going to be ready to start implementing
them by that deadline?

Patricia Brady: With interested provinces, absolutely.

David Bexte: Are there provinces that aren't interested?

Patricia Brady: There are provinces that are more advanced in
the discussions than others.
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David Bexte: Do you anticipate some provinces won't be ready?
Patricia Brady: Interested or ready on different timelines, po‐

tentially—
David Bexte: But they won't make the deadline.
Patricia Brady: I should say that even absent an agreement, we

have the flexibility in our act to rely on what provinces are doing in
their assessments and to take those as equivalent, by default, within
ours.

It would be better under a co-operation agreement, where the
rules are clearer and the full suite of tools in the Impact Assessment
Act can be used to defer to provinces, but even absent an agreement
with another province, we will be able—and we have already start‐
ed—to rely on what provinces are doing and take those as equiva‐
lent in our assessments.

David Bexte: Yes, as a partial...and just taking it into your as‐
sessment as is.

Patricia Brady: That's right. We've reduced our information re‐
quirements significantly by doing that, so that's one of the key ways
we'll find efficiencies.

David Bexte: I'm going to move fast, because time is limited.

How do you anticipate resolving conflicts among provinces that
come to a different conclusion?

Patricia Brady: It's happened maybe once in the history of im‐
pact assessment and environmental assessment, so it's a very un‐
likely outcome.

David Bexte: Do you anticipate it to be more or less likely in the
future, considering the state of the nation?

Patricia Brady: If we're in a “one project, one review” world
and we're both relying on the same information to make decisions, I
think it should be highly unlikely that there would be different out‐
comes.

David Bexte: I would hope, but....
Patricia Brady: As well, I would mention that the federal deci‐

sion, as a result of the Supreme Court decision and amendments
that were made in 2024 to our act, is very narrowly focused on the
federal effects of projects.

David Bexte: How do you square that circle, then, with federal
assessment requirements, provincial assessment requirements, du‐
plication of efforts, and delay in the timeline to approval?

Patricia Brady: Again, it's through relying on what the province
is doing to meet any federal requirements. The province may also
be doing it, in which case we're committed to relying on them.
Some provinces prefer to rely on what the federal government is
doing, so our co-operation agreements will allow for that as well.

David Bexte: I'm just trying to piece this together on the fly.

Who would be the adjudicator if there's conflict between a
provincial agency or a province and...?

Éric Landry: Typically, we will work with our partners during
the process. I'll use the case of B.C.—the substituted process, with
one process and one assessment. My team will participate and sup‐
port the B.C. EAO as part of that process. We coordinate federal

participation in that process. We use the process to identify key is‐
sues early and resolve them.

● (1210)

David Bexte: With all due respect, there's a hierarchy. There
needs to be a hierarchy. Who is above?

Éric Landry: Yes. Ultimately, through that process, the provin‐
cial ministries will make their own decision, and the federal minis‐
ter will make their own decision.

David Bexte: It goes back to the minister.

Éric Landry: Yes, it does for predecision.

David Bexte: That's the short answer.

The Chair: Thank you very much. The time is up. I'm sorry
about that.

Next, we will go to Mrs. Miedema.

Shannon Miedema (Halifax, Lib.): Thank you very much for
your presentations.

I am representing Halifax. That's my riding.

I have a couple of questions for the Canada Water Agency.

You mentioned those really big, strategic projects that you're fo‐
cused on, of which there are maybe eight. Do they go further east
than New Brunswick? In the Halifax regional municipality, there
are over 1,000 lakes. Most of them are highly stressed urban lakes.
I'm wondering how you decide on those strategic initiatives.

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: Thank you for the question.

The furthest east in our ecosystem initiative is the Wolastoq/Saint
John River, which starts in Quebec and goes into New Brunswick.

In terms of support to address freshwater challenges further east
or outside of our eight freshwater ecosystem initiatives, we do have
the EcoAction program, which supports community-led projects to
address local challenges that communities might be facing with
their waters. EcoAction also supports innovation and sustainability
projects that may have broader applications.

Shannon Miedema: Thanks.

How well funded is this EcoAction program? How do you allo‐
cate dollars across the country? Is it a granting role that you play in
that?

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: The EcoAction program has been
around for a very long time. It has sustained funding. It goes
through a competitive call for applications process where we often
receive hundreds of applications from across Canada. We go
through a rigorous review process and then look at the different al‐
locations for different projects across the country.

Shannon Miedema: Thank you.

Are municipal governments eligible for this EcoAction funding?
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I was formerly the director of environment and climate change
for the municipality of Halifax. A lot fell to us locally in terms of
monitoring blue-green algae and addressing it in a lot of our
stressed urban lakes with high bacteria counts. We did all of the
testing for all of our lifeguard-supervised beaches. The Province of
Nova Scotia was largely absent from all of that work. It all came at
a cost to the local taxpayer.

I'm wondering if there's support for local-level governments,
which are actually doing a lot of this work across Canada.

Véronique Hiriart-Baer: Yes, municipalities are eligible for
funding through the EcoAction program.

Shannon Miedema: Okay, that's perfect.

I will move on to impact assessment. I used to actually study
this. I was always really interested in cumulative effects and how
they are treated. I've been out of touch with the federal work for a
while.

Could you speak for a bit on how you manage cumulative effects
and whether that thinking has evolved? I know there was a lot of
work being done back when I was a student. How will cumulative
effects be considered in these “one project, one review” scenarios
with these fast-tracked nation-building projects? Thank you.

Éric Landry: Under the act, we have the ability to conduct re‐
gional assessments. That is a major tool that we've started using to
gather data and address cumulative effects, because when we're do‐
ing individual project assessments, it is more of a challenge to look
at cumulative effects. The idea behind regional assessments is that
you get there before you start individual project assessments. You
get the lay of the land, and then you assess the potential impacts of
past, current and potential future development.

We've used that tool on multiple occasions. We did an offshore
exploratory well regional assessment in Newfoundland. We recent‐
ly finalized two offshore wind regional assessments, one in Nova
Scotia and one in Newfoundland. As well, we have one that is on‐
going in the Ring of Fire regional assessment area in Ontario, and
we are about to provide the minister with the terms of reference for
a St. Lawrence regional assessment for her approval.

The idea here is that you take a holistic view and, through the re‐
gional assessment, you're able to then develop conditions that
would apply to future projects. The idea with the regional assess‐
ment is that it will make future individual project assessments
more—
● (1215)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Landry.

I have a proposition for the committee. As time stands, we're
supposed to end in five minutes or so, with only one member
speaking. Would it be the will of the committee to have all mem‐
bers given more time to speak? That would be three minutes to the
Conservatives and the Liberals, and two minutes to the Bloc for the
last round, or it would be one Conservative member for five min‐
utes.

Ellis Ross: I like the latter.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

[Translation]
Patrick Bonin: It should be five minutes.
The Chair: There are five minutes left.

In principle, a member of the Conservative Party will have the
floor for five minutes.

To give all parties a chance to ask one or two final questions of
the witnesses, I propose that we divide those five minutes so that
the Conservatives and Liberals have three minutes each and the
Bloc Québécois two minutes.

Is it the will of the committee to do that?
Patrick Bonin: Personally, I prefer that we stick to five minutes

to keep it as short as possible.
The Chair: Good.

[English]

We have five minutes left.
Bruce Fanjoy (Carleton, Lib.): I have a point of order.

I haven't had an opportunity to speak.
The Chair: I'm sorry. We have five minutes left, and the next

party to speak is the Conservative Party. From what I hear, there's
no consent to break up the five minutes, so I will proceed to Mr.
Leslie.

You have exactly five minutes.
Branden Leslie (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Thank you, Mr.

Chair.

I would like to start with the IAA.

You outlined that the process seems to be working incredibly
well; the efficiencies that have been gained are seemingly quite
staggering. Given that this all sounds so great, can you explain to
me why the government would feel the need to pass Bill C-5, enact
the Building Canada Act and create the major projects office at all?

Patricia Brady: What the Building Canada Act does is not just
related to impact assessment. As I mentioned, the Impact Assess‐
ment Act is just one part of the regulatory framework that applies to
major projects. As I understand it, the objective of the act is to pro‐
vide that upfront certainty to investors on the outcomes of the pro‐
cess and to streamline multiple processes, of which the Impact As‐
sessment Act is only one and not necessarily always implicated in a
project that might be listed under the Building Canada Act.

It would be to streamline those multiple requirements into one
decision and one conditions document in a two-year process.

Branden Leslie: You mentioned that in terms of the proponent,
if there was an agreement with the province, it would seem to them
as if there is only one process. Can you confirm that the province is
still doing its own process and environmental assessment, as is the
Impact Assessment Agency? There are still two processes going on.
You may lend one information from the other, but at the end of the
day, is this actually going to shorten any approval processes?
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Patricia Brady: Under the new tools that were put into the act in
2024 amendments and that we are working to enable through the
co-operation agreements we're working on now, it would allow for
one process. There is already a tool in the act for that substitution—
we use that with B.C.—where the federal minister can decide that
another province's regime can be completely substituted for the fed‐
eral one. With B.C., we do that.

Previously—
● (1220)

Branden Leslie: Right now, there are still going to be two pro‐
cesses happening. I just don't understand how adding a second bu‐
reaucracy is going to enhance the streamlined nature of this pro‐
cess.

Patricia Brady: Under the co-operation agreements, it will be
one process, one review. That might look different depending on
the project. There are a number of ways to enable one process, but
the act now allows for the provincial process to completely lead
and apply, and it also allows for a harmonized process, which is tru‐
ly one process. Between the two of us, we're figuring out who does
what.

From a proponent perspective, it's one process.
Branden Leslie: Okay. Thank you.

I'm curious. I looked through the inventory of projects. It seems
that since the inception, in 2019, there have been only three
projects approved. You said that there was an average of eight go‐
ing through, applied for by proponents. In six years, we've had
three projects approved.

Could you provide this committee with a series of stats on a
year-by-year basis of how many project proponents have moved
forward with projects, how many have been accepted, how many
have been rejected and the average time of each, delineated by the
type of project it is, when you get a chance?

Patricia Brady: For that kind of detailed information and vol‐
ume of stats, we would need to come back in writing, but I can't
say—

Branden Leslie: That's great. Thank you.

I'd like to go on to the Canada Water Agency.

I noted that an article came out regarding some confusion, politi‐
cally, about cuts, in which there was a reporter added to a group

chat of environment minister staffers. At that time, the president of
the Canada Water Agency was unable to provide a comment about
his concerns, if any, regarding a cut to the Canada Water Agency,
although the political implications were made clear via those text
messages between political staffers.

I'm wondering, since it's been a month, has the Canada Water
Agency formed a position on what the impact of cuts to the agency
might mean for fresh water in Canada?

Justyna Frobisher (Acting Director General, Corporate Ser‐
vices Directorate, Canada Water Agency): Thank you for the
question.

The Canada Water Agency was in scope for the comprehensive
expenditure review initiative that was undertaken by the Govern‐
ment of Canada. As part of that process, there were discussions
with the minister's office and internally within the Canada Water
Agency executives. We did successfully submit savings proposals
in response to this initiative. The content of those proposals is un‐
der cabinet confidence, and therefore I cannot speak to the content,
but I can say that we were in scope for the process.

Branden Leslie: Thank you.

I'd like to jump back to the Impact Assessment Agency.

It looks as though your staffing has ballooned 33% in the past
three years. Does this hiring spree have any evidence of increasing
the pace of approvals and/or rejections?

Patricia Brady: I'm sorry. I don't have information on the corre‐
lation between timelines and staffing volumes at the Impact Assess‐
ment Agency. Our budget was renewed in 2022—

The Chair: Thank you.
Branden Leslie: It looks like it was up 47% in 2022.
The Chair: Your time is up. Thank you.

[Translation]

That concludes question period.

I would like to thank the witnesses from both agencies for being
here this morning to answer our questions. I wish them a great day
and a great weekend.

The meeting is suspended.

[Proceedings continue in camera]
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