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Manitoba Eco-Network (MbEN) appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback in response 
to the Government of Canada’s Getting Major Projects Built in Canada - Discussion Paper 
on Proposed Legislative, Regulatory, and Policy Reforms (“Discussion Paper”). MbEN has 
long been advocating for improvements to provincial and federal environmental decision-
making processes. We support evidence-based decision-making processes that 
meaningfully include all interested stakeholders. In particular, we believe that a robust 
federal impact assessment (IA) process is an important element of the framework of legal 
protections available to Manitobans to ensure new and existing developments do not 
detrimentally impact the environment or our health.  

In 2025, we asked Manitobans what they expected from government decision-makers when 
they are tasked with making decisions about new and existing developments with the 
potential to impact the lives of current and future generations. We heard resoundingly that 
the public expects the government to work towards stronger environmental and health 
protections, to create more opportunities for meaningful public and Indigenous engagement, 
and to collaborate with a broad range of stakeholders, including other levels of government.  

Based on the minimal information provided in the Discussion Paper about the regulatory 
changes proposed by the Government of Canada, it appears that these proposed changes 
are unlikely to improve the assessment and permitting of “major projects” and will instead 
create significant uncertainty for all participants in terms of the requirements and processes 
that will apply at the federal level. The proposed regulatory changes appear to be based on 
incorrect assumptions about the purpose of impact assessment processes and other 
decision-making tools that have been put in place to ensure potential impacts and the public 
interests of Canadians are meaningfully considered before the Government makes 
important decisions.  

The goal of the proposed reforms seems to be to improve “efficiency”, however, efficiency is 
a complex term that means more than just “going faster”. In an environmental context, most 
discussions of efficiency often seem to be focused on making governance processes faster, 
cheaper, and less administrative. However, achieving efficiency is recognized by Canadian 
governments and experts as including a broader range of objectives. This includes 
coordination and cooperation with other levels of government and decision-makers, the 
public, and Indigenous rights holders. Other recognized aspects of efficiency include 
transparency, accountability, timeliness, and predictability. Regulatory efficiency must also 
be considered in the context of the specific regulatory process that is being analyzed and be 
aimed at the primary purpose of that process. For example, efforts to make impact 
assessment and regulatory approval processes more efficient must be focused on 
protecting the environment and human health, respecting Indigenous rights holders, and 
supporting sustainability.  
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The Discussion Paper indicates that reforms in the name of “efficiency” will be implemented 
“while maintaining strong environmental protections and respecting the rights of Indigenous 
Peoples.” However, there are a growing number of concerns on the record from Indigenous 
governments and organizations across the country about the Discussion Paper and the 
potential impacts of the proposed changes on the environment, Indigenous rights-holders, 
and the Consultation processes that cannot be rushed to fit an expedited timeline. This 
demonstrates the need for more work and engagement with Indigenous rights-holders 
about the proposed major projects approval processes before any legislative reforms are 
introduced. There is clearly a need for more support of Indigenous leadership, collaboration, 
ownership, and other regulatory improvements that facilitate the full implementation of the 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples when decisions about 
major projects are made.  
 
Feedback on the Reform Proposals 

The Discussion Paper has not provided any additional details to clarify the criteria on which 
a “major project” designation is based. A detailed definition and legislated decision-making 
criteria are needed to establish a consistent and transparent approach to the identification 
and designation of “major projects”.  

1) Federal review and decision-making in no more than one year 
There are not enough details on how the coordination between different departments and 
agencies to achieve an expedited timeline will work. For example, the scope of legal 
authority and resources, including legislative tools, available to the Federal Review 
Coordinator is not clear. The vague commitments to ensuring s. 35 Consultations with 
Indigenous rights-holders, while fitting an expedited timeline, seem unreasonable and 
unlikely to be successful based on the feedback already in the public record from 
Indigenous rights-holders.  

2) One crown consultation process  
More detailed public information about current Consultation processes and the proposed 
changes that will occur needs to be provided. The creation of a Crown Consultation Hub 
within the Impact Assessment Agency should be an Indigenous-led initiative that is properly 
resourced and staffed based on the guidance of Indigenous rights-holders. This is an 
opportunity to implement changes to Crown Consultation processes that will better align 
Canada’s legal framework with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples. No other changes should be made to federal regulatory requirements until this 
aspect of the major projects decision-making process is established.  

3) One Project Decision  
Better coordination and collaboration between different federal authorities is a positive 
change, including the production of a publicly reported document that contains all regulatory 
approval information for a development in one place. However, the Discussion Paper does 
not provide enough information to explain how the consolidation of authority under the 
Minister of Environment, Climate Change, and Nature (ECCN) will work. More information is 
needed about the proposed legislative changes that are necessary to achieve these 
changes and the resources that will be redirected to the Department of ECCN in order to 
support the proposed expansion of regulatory duties. There is also a need for greater clarity 
on what will happen if there is a conflict between different decision-makers involved in the 
process, for example, if the Minister of ECCN disagrees with the Minister of Transport when 
making the final decision on a transportation project.  
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4) Single project authority  
It is extremely problematic that regulatory changes to important environmental decision-
making processes are being made in order to “give investors more confidence”. MbEN does 
not support changes that will result in different approval requirements for different types of 
projects. There should be consistent assessment and decision-making processes applied to 
all proposed projects with the potential to impact the environment, human health, and the 
rights of Indigenous peoples.  

We do not support the creation of legal exemptions for certain types of projects based on 
their political popularity and potential economic value. We are also opposed to the proposed 
changes to the approval of pipelines. It will completely defeat the purpose of impact 
assessment processes if the Governor in Council (GIC), i.e. Cabinet, has already pre-
approved a pipeline before the assessment process takes place. 

5) Enable economic zones through regional impact assessments  
MbEN is very supportive of more regional impact assessments being undertaken to better 
understand the cumulative effects of existing developments in Canada. However, we do not 
support the creation of exclusion zones (i.e., Federal Economic Zones) that will exempt 
proposed developments from impact assessment processes and other regulatory 
requirements.  

6) Streamlined and efficient regulatory environment  
There is not enough information provided about the proposed changes to the scope of 
environmental protections, decision-making powers, and “streamlining” of regulatory 
processes to understand what federal regulatory approvals will look like if the proposed 
changes were adopted. As stated above, we do not support the creation of project 
exemptions, new legal powers that allow environmental protections to be reduced, and the 
pre-approval of projects before they have been properly assessed.  

MbEN rejects the assumption that Canada needs simpler and shorter decision-making 
processes. There is not enough evidence provided in the Discussion Paper, or in academic 
analysis generally, to support the presumption that it is the fault of impact assessment 
processes and other decision-making processes when projects do not move forward or face 
delays.  

Impact assessment is simply a decision-making tool - a means of ensuring public interests 
are served and all potential impacts are considered before an activity is approved. IA leads 
to good decisions, improves public trust, and helps prevent irreparable harm. Proponents 
should have to do the work to prove they have a good plan and contingencies in place to 
protect the environment and human health now, and throughout the entire lifecycle of a 
project. Decision-makers should be prioritizing the protection of Canada’s precious natural 
resources and wildlife and ensuring the vast wealth of public freshwater resources is 
maintained for the benefit of current and future generations. Based on the details provided 
in the Discussion Paper, the Government of Canada appears to be moving in the wrong 
direction when it comes to the assessment of major projects.  
 
Conclusion 

MbEN has serious concerns with the regulatory changes proposed in the Discussion Paper 
since they are likely to result in the assessment and regulation of major projects in ways 
that could detrimentally impact the environment and the health of Manitobans. Instead, 
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Manitobans want to see improvements to environmental decision-making processes that 
strengthen environmental protection, rather than streamlining project approvals. 

Overall, MbEN is left with the impression that the Government of Canada does not 
understand the purpose of federal impact assessment processes. IA is supposed to be an 
unbiased and inclusive decision-making process that effectively coordinates collaboration 
between all interested parties. A “yes” is not supposed to be guaranteed, as valid 
alternatives, including the “no-build” option, are supposed to be seriously considered along 
with the full scope of potential impacts before approval is granted. If anything, it should be a 
presumed “no” until the proponent provides enough evidence to earn a “yes”.  

The best way to ensure the federal assessment of major projects protects the environment, 
respects Indigenous rights, and facilitates meaningful consultation with Indigenous Peoples 
is to focus on more effective coordination, collaboration, and opportunities for meaningful 
participation in federal decision-making processes. Moving forward, the Government of 
Canada needs to release more detailed information on the proposed regulatory changes for 
major projects before reform legislation is introduced. Ideally, a draft bill will be released for 
public consultation and amendment prior to its introduction in Parliament. There should also 
be a robust standing committee review process for the Bill in both the House of Commons 
and the Senate.  

The Manitoba Eco-Network appreciates the opportunity to provide comments in response to 
the Government of Canada’s Getting Major Projects Built in Canada Discussion Paper. We 
welcome future opportunities to engage with the Government of Canada to ensure the 
highest level of environmental and health protection measures are implemented for the 
benefit of current and future generations. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Heather Fast, J.D., LL.M., Policy Advocacy Director 
 
 
About Manitoba Eco-Network: 
 

Manitoba Eco-Network is a non-profit registered charity which seeks to strengthen Manitoba’s 
environmental community with the goal of protecting our environment for the benefit of current 
and future generations. We serve as an umbrella for environmental non-governmental 
organizations across the province. Our mission is to promote good environmental governance, 
support and build capacity, advocate for environmental justice, and act as a bridge between 
environmental organizations, the public, and all levels of government. 


