
1 
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Consultation on Environmental and Regulatory Reviews in Canada – 
Discussion Paper (June 2017) 
Submitted August 17th, 2017.   
 

On behalf of The Maritimes Energy Association (MEA), we are pleased to submit the enclosed response 

to the Government of Canada’s discussion paper entitled, “Environmental and Regulatory Reviews” 

released on June 29, 2017. 

Our Association has been actively participating in this process since its initiation earlier this year. In 

April, along with several other Atlantic Canada stakeholders, Ray Ritcey, CEO, The Maritimes Energy 

Association met with Minister of Environment & Climate Change, Catherine McKenna in Halifax to 

discuss the Expert Panel Final Report- “Building Common Ground: A New Vision for Impact Assessment 

in Canada”.  This Panel was created to review the Canadian environmental assessment processes. Mr. 

Ritcey voiced the Association’s concerns with respect to reduced competitiveness, uncertain timelines, 

and environmental assessments coming at a higher cost.  

In response to the discussion paper released in June, which considered feedback obtained since the 

above noted report was released in April together with new content from similar regulatory review 

processes involving the National Energy Board and the Fisheries Act and the Navigation Protection Act 

we offer the following views related only to the environmental review process: 

While we are encouraged by the Government of Canada’s willingness to hear from all sides of this 

discussion, there isn’t sufficient detail in the discussion paper to fully understand if it goes far enough to 

ensure Canada can remain competitive on a global scale nor address our other concerns. 

Competitiveness is essential to our ability to attract investment and ensure we continue to benefit from 

our vast natural resources. Resources which drive our economy and help provide access to essential 

services and the quality of life our citizens have come to expect from their country and their 

government.  

Greater clarity around the Aboriginal Consultation process (Page 10) 

We strongly support the engagement of indigenous communities, and would encourage greater 

clarity around the process to provide certainty and predictability for energy projects   For example, 

knowing how early in the process proponents are expected to engage indigenous communities 

would help set expectations for consultation.  Clarity around the process is foundational to project 

and investment decisions and key to reducing project risk.  Clear understanding from government 

and understanding best practice and building on it would be laudable goals. 

 

Impact assessments should consider the views of those who are ‘reasonably’ impacted  

(Page 11 & 13) 

In considering a transition from an environmental assessment to a broader impact assessment, the 

range of the impact area must be reasonable and clearly defined.  Geography is a key indicator of 

reasonable impact when defining impact on treaty rights and traditional uses like hunting, gathering, 
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social and ceremonial rights.  For example, a project based in Nova Scotia should not be required to 

consider impacts from concerned groups from across the country.  

Earlier discussion papers had no limitation on public participation and all decisions were appealable 

by any participant.  This remains a significant area of concern; enabling anyone with an opinion to 

have an opportunity to influence a project outcome, regardless of whether or not they are 

impacted.  This speaks to the importance of clearly identifying a reasonable scope for those who are 

impacted by a project.  

Gender Based Analysis Plus is a welcome consideration (Page 13) 

Many of our Association members have been making strides to include more diverse and under-

represented groups. The Gender Based Analysis is a welcome addition to consider greater inclusion 

and representation in resource development.  

Modern energy regulations should clearly define the scope of impacts (Page 20) 

The regulatory process should not be considered a platform for philosophical discussion or debates 

about government policy. For example, if someone is opposed to the use of carbon-based fuels, the 

regulatory process is not the place to have this debate.  Projects should be assessed based on a clear 

scope and impacts like environment and safety.  Other platforms or processes should be clearly 

articulated for those policy discussions.  The MEA does not support many of the April Expert Panel 

report recommendations and is pleased to see that those views appear to have been moderated in 

this most recent Discussion Paper.  

Single agency assessments should leverage expertise of existing regulatory bodies (Page 13) 

In principle, our Association supports streamlining the environmental review process and believes, 

as noted, a single agency assessment should be conducted jointly with the existing offshore 

regulatory board. For example, in Nova Scotia, the Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board 

(CNSOPB) has the industry and regional knowledge to effectively regulate offshore oil and gas 

activities.  A single assessment agency would have a broad mandate, and may not have the sector or 

regional expertise required for effective regulatory oversight.      

Importance of recognizing the Federal/Provincial Accord Acts (Pages 6 ,8, 13 and 18)  

We are pleased to see the recognition and a strong role of the established expert regulators for 

offshore oil and gas under the Canada-Nova Scotia Accord Acts for the co-management and 

regulatory regimes in Nova Scotia. The Acts give the provinces equality in decision making and the 

management of our natural resources. It is an established and effective regime, which should be 

maintained, respected and protected.  

Offshore oil and gas exploration activities should not fall under the Environmental Assessment 

process (Page 18) 

We strongly encourage the identification of efficiencies in regulations and support regional strategic 

assessments that would cover geographic areas of interest for resource development. With robust 

regional assessments already in place for offshore oil and gas, the need for duplication in regulatory 
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process can be alleviated. Finding efficiencies will greatly assist our competitiveness, while ensuring 

stringent regulatory oversight.  

We believe strategic environmental assessments (SEAs) combined with project-specific Canada-

Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board EA processes have been, and will continue to be, an effective 

and efficient approach to address exploratory oil and gas drilling activities in offshore Nova Scotia. 

As a result, we support removing the need for additional levels of impact assessment for exploratory 

oil and gas activity. 

In summary, The Maritimes Energy Association supports the strong lead role for the CNSOPB in EA’s for 

offshore oil and gas activities, removing exploration wells from the SEA EA requirement, and greater 

public/indigenous engagement. That support is driven by our priority to ensure we remain globally 

competitive and that we are able to attract continued investments in our energy sector.  

 

Thank you,  
The Maritimes Energy Association  
 


