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1. BACKGROUND  
 
The Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee 
 
Lake Winnipeg, the tenth largest freshwater lake in the world, is experiencing problems. In 
recent years massive algae blooms have begun to appear, first in the North Basin but now 
also in the South basin. The type of algae predominating is the blue-green species that pro-
duces toxins dangerous to both aquatic and terrestrial life including humans. Bacteriological 
contamination of bathing beaches is also occurring. Invasive species not native to the lake 
have entered its waters, most notably the prolific Rainbow Smelt. There is concern about 
possible future chemical contamination of the Lake as industrial development increases in the 
basin. The future effect of climate change is also of concern.  
 
The visible signs of these problems are relatively recent. The government of Manitoba identi-
fied Lake Winnipeg as an environmental priority in 2000 and more recently the government 
of Canada has also recognized the seriousness of the situation. In their desire to work coop-
eratively to restore the health of the lake the two governments appointed the Lake Winnipeg 
Implementation Committee1 in 2005 to advise them on the best means of joint action. The 
Committee filed its report and recommendations in November 2005. 
 
The recommendations fell into four categories: Cooperative Science, Science Issues, Educa-
tion and Information, and Integration. The latter group of recommendations arose from the 
observation that there were a number of stakeholders in the Lake Winnipeg Basin directing 
efforts to understand and solve the problems in the Lake but their efforts were poorly coordi-
nated. Best use was being made neither of the human energy nor the resources directed at the 
lake’s problems. These efforts required formal integration. The Committee recommended a 
particular approach to integration in the Lake Winnipeg Basin, namely the development of a 
Healthy Lake Winnipeg Charter with associated institutional support; but recognized there 
were many ways to meet this objective and in the end the players themselves would have to 
decide what was best for the unique conditions of the vast Lake Winnipeg watershed. 
 
Verifying the Need for Integration 
 
Subsequent to the filing of the Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee Report the gov-
ernments took a number of steps relating to several of the recommendations. Formal coopera-
tion on science is taking place, substantial new resources have been committed, and the pub-
lic profile of Lake Winnipeg problems and solutions has been significantly elevated. The one 
area in which there seems to have been least progress however is with respect to better inte-
grating the efforts, not just of the two governments, but of all the players in the basin, gov-
ernment and non-government, in and outside of Manitoba and in both Canada and the United 
States.  

                                                 
1 A two-person Committee co-chaired by Terry Duguid, President & CEO of the International Centre 
for Infectious Diseases, and Norm Brandson former Deputy Minister of the Manitoba Department of 
Water Stewardship. 
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In late 2006, about a year after completing its report, the Implementation Committee decided 
to “test the waters” concerning their view that coordination and integration of effort was 
lacking in the Lake Winnipeg basin. The Committee was curious whether or not the various 
stakeholders they canvassed in preparing their report still felt this was an issue; and whether 
or not it was important enough to devote some time and energy to address. The response was 
affirmative on both counts. Virtually all groups and individuals actively involved in work to 
restore the health of Lake Winnipeg believed that a mechanism for coordination and coopera-
tion was sorely needed and that they were willing to get involved in developing and partici-
pating in one.  
 
Interest of the Winnipeg Foundation 
 
The Winnipeg Foundation is Canada’s oldest community foundation. It is dedicated to help-
ing the citizens of Winnipeg enjoy a healthy and productive life by providing leadership in 
the community and supporting other local charitable organizations in the areas of the arts, 
culture, heritage, community service, education, health, recreation and environment.   
 
The Foundation has identified Lake Winnipeg as an important issue for the City of Winni-
peg. Winnipeg both affects and is affected by the Lake. It is enjoyed as a recreational amen-
ity, as a contributor to livelihoods and economic prosperity and as a unique and valuable re-
source for future generations. The Foundation is working with Manitoba Community Foun-
dations who have also taken an interest in Lake Winnipeg.  
 
In June of 2005 the Foundation provided a grant to the Red River Basin Commission, a grass 
roots non-profit organization devoted to integrated planning and management of the water 
resources of the entire Red River Basin, to fund a Lake Winnipeg Workshop2. The workshop 
was intended to follow up the need for better integration of efforts throughout the basin to 
restore the health of Lake Winnipeg, as identified and subsequently verified by the Lake 
Winnipeg Implementation Committee.  
 
Administrative Structure 
 
The Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee (Terry Duguid and Norm Brandson) volun-
teered to provide leadership to organize, facilitate and report on the results of the Workshop. 
They felt that it was important to have a broad spectrum of interests involved in panning for 
the event and consequently invited a number of individuals interested in Lake Winnipeg to sit 
on an Advisory Committee. This Committee would provide advice to and a “reality Check” 
for the conference organizers3.  
 
The Red River Basin Commission administered the grant. A small secretariat was engaged to 
prepare technical background materials for the workshop.  
 

                                                 
2 The grant proposal is appended as Attachment 1.  
3 The list of Advisory Committee members and their affiliations is provided in Attachment 2.  
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2. PARTICIPANTS 

General Principles 

The objective of the workshop was to test the appetite of interested parties in Lake Winnipeg 
drainage basin for better integrating their future efforts to improve the health of the lake. This 
test would only have validity if it included representation from all areas and all interests in 
the basin. The general principles that governed the workshop’s invitation to participate were: 
 

·  All jurisdictions and geographical areas of the basin needed to be represented; 
·  All major interests/stakeholders should be represented; 
·  Although there are many individuals concerned and interested in Lake Winnipeg, in-

vitees should represent groups or constituencies, if possible; 
·  Groups represented should have an active interest in the lake and if possible be en-

gaged in activities directly related to and/or affecting the lake; 
·  Government, the private sector and non-government organizations should be repre-

sented; and, 
·  Participation of the governments of Manitoba and Canada was essential. 
 

Attendance at the workshop was by invitation. It was not intended to be a “closed” work-
shop, and in fact media was notified in advance but there was no general public advance no-
tice given. 
 
Specific Constraints 
 
Lake Winnipeg receives drainage from a vast area – over 900,000 km.2. This presents con-
siderable challenges to the focusing of effort throughout the basin on measures to reduce and 
eventually reverse the deterioration of the lake. Specifically, organizing the Lake Winnipeg 
Forum encountered several constraints in assembling a credible list of attendees:  
 

·  There are a very large number of organizations, groups, and institutions in the basin 
actively involved in water issues; 

·  It is difficult to judge the direct interest many of these may have in Lake Winnipeg; 
·  Generally speaking, the direct interest weakens as the distance from Lake Winnipeg 

increases; 
·  Resources and capacities of these players vary widely; and 
·  There are practical restraints to the size of a workshop like the Lake Winnipeg Fo-

rum. 
 
As a result of the above considerations it was recognized at the outset that the Forum would 
be able to identify and involve all possible interested parties in the basin. The objective was 
to ensure that major players and a representative cross section of the others were in atten-
dance. 
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Future Intentions 
 
The organizers recognized that there would necessarily be some stakeholders that would have 
an interest in any future integrating mechanism in the Lake Winnipeg Basin, that were not 
invited to participate in the Forum. Any future efforts directed at developing such a mecha-
nism must be inclusive, must provide the opportunity for participation. 
 
3. APPROACH 
 
Workshop Format 
 
The main features of the workshop4 were: 
 
·  A background paper was circulated in advance5. This was to stimulate thinking and to set 

out what was expected of the participants. 
·  The participants were designated members of one of five groups6. Composition of the 

groups was designed to maximize the diversity of each.  
·  The Forum opened with a plenary session that included introductory remarks by the or-

ganizers and an outline of format and expectations for the day. A series of focus ques-
tions to guide and stimulate discussion in both the morning and afternoon sessions was 
distributed7 

·  This was followed by a breakout session in which the 5 groups were each asked to ad-
dress whether or not there was a need for some type of integrating mechanism in the Lake 
Winnipeg Basin and if so what purpose should it serve.  

·  The groups then reported back to an afternoon plenary. 
·  This was followed by a second breakout in which the groups addressed what an integrat-

ing mechanism for the basin might look like. 
·  The groups reported to a concluding plenary that included discussion of possible future 

steps and a summary of conclusions from the Forum. 
 
Facilitation     
 
The working sessions were facilitated. The limited time available, and the diversity of the 
participants were the main considerations. It was felt that facilitation would maximize the 
possibility of the session producing meaningful conclusions. Members of the Advisory 
Committee kindly consented to act as facilitators for each of the breakout sessions. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 Attachment 3 is the full Forum Agenda. 
5 The Background Paper to the Forum is provided as Attachment 4. 
6 Group Membership and invitees list is included in Attachment 5. 
7 Focus Questions are appended as Attachment 6. 
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4. RESULTS  
 
Session One8 
 
The breakout groups in the morning session were asked to address the question: Is there a 
need for increased cooperation and coordination between organizations involved in activities 
impacting or related to Lake Winnipeg water quality? 
 
If this first question was answered in the affirmative then they were asked to consider the na-
ture, purpose and role of such coordination and cooperation, and what might the objectives of 
such coordination and cooperation look like.  
 
Although the groups approached the fundamental question in different ways and expressed 
their answers differently, there was clear consensus that more cooperation and coordination 
was needed9 and that some institutional mechanism should be developed for this purpose. 
Several reasons were stated to support this conclusion: 
 

·  The status quo is not effective; 
·  There are many players in the basin – we don’t even have an inventory of all of them; 
·  We need but do not yet have a basin-driven strategy; 
·  We can’t afford duplication – resources are too scarce; 
·  Interest diminishes in direct proportion to distance from the Lake;  

 
Having answered the question of need in the affirmative the groups also identified some 
common roles and objectives for whatever mechanism might emerge in the future. These in-
cluded: 
 

·  National and international cooperation given the multiple jurisdictions in the basin; 
·  Basin-wide strategy; 
·  Consistent standards and planning in the basin; 
·  Priority setting; 
·  Strategic use of funds; 
·  Leveraging resources; 
·  Education and information; and,  
·  Balanced participation. 

 
There also seemed to be a general consensus that whatever mechanism did emerge, it would 
be voluntary and advisory in nature. 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 Notes from the groups’ reporting to the plenary are appended as Attachment 7 
9  It should be noted that one of the five groups did indicate that they felt cooperation was 
now occurring and more coordination was required.  
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Session Two10 
 
Given the results of the morning session that affirmed the need for enhanced cooperation and 
coordination of actions in the basin affecting Lake Winnipeg, participants were asked to con-
sider the nature of a mechanism to bring about such enhancement. The groups were asked to 
provide thoughts on how such a mechanism might be structured and how it might be imple-
mented. 
 
Several consistent ideas emerged concerning the nature of the mechanism. It should be: 
 

·  Voluntary and self-governing; 
·  Inclusive and open to all stakeholders in the basin; 
·  Formal (structure and infrastructure, written charter, etc.) 
·  Arms-length from government or at least with a well-defined relationship to govern-

ment; 
·  Supported by a secretariat with resources (from government but not only govern-

ment); 
·  New – existing organizations would bring their mandates to the organization; but 

these mandates preclude also functioning as the umbrella organization; 
·  Organized into sub-basins; 
·  Science-based; and, 
·  Advisory rather than decision-making (in other words not a governance mechanism). 

 
Concerning the structure of an integrating mechanism, there was a diversity of views on the 
salient features11: 
 

·  Internal governance should be via a Board having representation from all orders of 
government, and a diversity of stakeholders and regions; 

·  Look at existing examples as possible models (including but not restricted to Mani-
toba examples); 

·  The structure, principles and obligations should be spelled out in a formal document 
(charter or framework agreement); and, 

·  Don’t rule out the possibility of restructuring an existing group to function as the se-
cretariat. 

 
All of the groups were concerned about next steps, and the following thoughts were reported 
back to plenary from the breakout session: 
 

·  Collate information – identify all players in the basin and catalogue models & best 
practices for integration; 

·  Act sooner rather than later; 

                                                 
10 Notes from the groups’ reporting to the plenary are appended as Attachment 8.  
11 Due to time constraints not all groups engaged in discussion about structure, and consid-
ered implementation or next steps to be a higher priority. 
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·  Engage decision-makers up front and gauge the political interest in an integration 
mechanism (participation, nature of partnership, funding; 

·  Form a steering committee or working group to follow up – requires some leadership 
and resources; 

·  Prepare a draft model/document that can be the basis for further work; and, 
·  Offer involvement to as many interests in the basin as can be identified at this time.  

 
Wrap Up 
 
The co-chairs summarized what they felt were the main messages generated at the Forum: 
 

·  There was a clear consensus among participants that a coordinating mechanism is 
needed in the basin, and that there is good will and sufficient cooperation among the 
players to develop a coordinating mechanism. 

·  Whatever the mechanism it has to be developed voluntarily by and for the stake-
holders in the basin – a group that comes together to help itself. 

·  To this end an inventory of all the basin stakeholders with an interest in Lake Winni-
peg is urgently needed.  

·  Governments need to be key partners but the mechanism will not be of government. 
This will not be alternative governance. Accountability is through transparency. 

·  Any approach to integrating actions throughout the basin for the benefit of Lake 
Winnipeg has to accommodate the fact that the further away from the Lake, the less 
direct interest in its condition. This means reinforcing local benefits that are helpful to 
Lake Winnipeg. 

·  The starting point is action on the ground, some of which is already well underway. 
We know enough about the problem to act while gaining more sophisticated under-
standing of the processes at work in the lake and in the basin. Developing better coor-
dination should not act as a brake to action.  

·  Participants want to move ahead – there’s a sense of urgency.  
·  Participants favor reconvening in several months time to try to reach consensus on a 

coordinating mechanism. They feel that a steering committee needs to be formed to 
draft some initial proposals and to organize a further working session.  

 
5. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The co-chairs of the Forum gave considerable thought to ways to turn the excellent ideas 
generated by the participants in the Lake Winnipeg Forum into concrete progress on better 
integration of action and actors in the Lake Winnipeg drainage basin. The energy and enthu-
siasm for next steps was evident. However, as the participants themselves pointed out, the 
buy-in of governments to coordination that is supported by but not directly controlled by 
government is necessary to move forward. Senior decision-makers have to be comfortable 
with this approach and authorize their staff to lead in this direction.  
 
The co-chairs are of the opinion that we do not yet have that level of commitment; and that 
such commitment is required initially from the governments of Manitoba and Canada to pro-
vide a firm foundation for the action toward which Forum participants appear willing to de-
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vote time and effort. We further believe that in order to make this commitment the govern-
ments can be greatly assisted by senior opinion leaders and decision makers from the private 
sector and from the several public interest communities concerned about Lake Winnipeg. 
 
We are therefore recommending that: 
 

1. The inventory of stakeholders in the basin be conducted as recommended by the 
Forum participants. 

2. The links between active sub-basin organizations and Lake Winnipeg be rein-
forced12 

3. A Forum of senior public, private and civil decision makers and opinion leaders 
from throughout the basin be convened to assist government to articulate a clear 
statement on its approach to basin integration.  

 
The Co-Chairs make the commitment to continue their voluntary efforts directed at imple-
menting these recommendations, and to keep the participants in the Lake Winnipeg Forum 
informed of and involved in these efforts.   

                                                 
12 The Partners for the Saskatchewan River Basin and the Red River Basin Commission are two ex-
amples of very active sub-basin groups that have expressed an interest in Lake Winnipeg. 
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ATTACHMENT 1  
 

Proposal  
Healthy Lake Winnipeg Charter Forum 

 
Background: 
 
Over the past decade signs of trouble have been emerging in Lake Winnipeg with evidence 
mounting each year that a serious eutrification problem was developing. Other problems like 
coliform contamination of beaches, and the introduction of invasive species and potential 
threats to the water quality of the lake from projects outside Manitoba were also observed. In 
the past few years major summer algae blooms have covered large areas of the lake. Blue-
green or toxic algae are now the predominant species in these blooms.  
 
Very little research to understand the processes on Lake Winnipeg has been conducted. A 
research consortium of government and non-government groups has been operating on lim-
ited budgets since 1998 but there remain huge gaps in our knowledge. Starting in 2003 with 
the formation of the Department of Water Stewardship the Province of Manitoba has taken a 
more active interest in the health of the lake, and Canada committed $1M in 2005 to lake 
monitoring and research. Recognizing the need to work more closely together, the two gov-
ernments appointed the Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee in 2005 to provide them 
with advice on their future cooperative efforts to restore the health of Lake Winnipeg. The 
Committee filed its report (attached) containing 22 recommendations in November. 
 
The change of federal government subsequent to the release of the LWIC report has resulted 
in the two governments not responding to the report until they have sorted through a number 
of Canada-Manitoba issues. In the meanwhile, the reaction of organized groups interested in 
Lake Winnipeg, the public and the media has been very enthusiastic. In particular, the Com-
mittee’s recommendation that a Healthy Lake Winnipeg Charter be developed (the report ac-
tually contains a draft Charter) has received strong support. Virtually all of the organized 
stakeholders have expressed a desire to move forward with a charter that will assist their fu-
ture collaborative efforts.  
 
Proposal: 
 
With governments now taking an active interest in restoring the health of Lake Winnipeg and 
with the large number of active non-government stakeholders already taking action or plan-
ning to do so, there is a need for a more collaborative approach that sees all the interests pull-
ing in the same direction to make the best use of scarce financial and human resources. The 
Healthy Lake Winnipeg Charter seems to be a concept that has caught the imagination of 
many people concerned about Lake Winnipeg.  
 
If the Charter is to become a reality it requires the involvement of a wide range of interests 
including but not necessarily led by government. The authors of the LWIC report, Terry 
Duguid and Norm Brandson, appear to be viewed as credible and impartial by many of the 
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non-government interest community. They are well positioned to bring all the players to-
gether for an inaugural forum initiating the process of finalizing and signing the Charter.  
 
We propose to organize and facilitate such a forum, to be held in Gimli, Manitoba in early 
fall of this year. The objectives of the forum would be to: 
 

·  Bring representatives of all of the active Manitoba interests in Lake Winnipeg and 
some selected interests in the basin outside the Province together for a one day 
session; 

·  Bring one or two keynote speakers who have experience with successful large wa-
tershed collaboration mechanisms to address the group; 

·  Have a facilitated discussion of a Lake Winnipeg Charter using the draft docu-
ment contained in the LWIC report as the starting point; and, 

·  Proceed as far as possible in finalizing a collaborative mechanism and lay out the 
next steps to finalization and implementation. 

 
A written report would be prepared for the participants. Mssrs. Duguid and Brandson would 
be donating their time without charge to this project. Total participation will be approxi-
mately 50 individuals by invitation. 
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ATTACHMENT 2  
 
 

Lake Winnipeg Forum 
Advisory Committee 

 
Sharon Gurney     Lake Winnipeg Water Stewardship Board 

Glen Koroluk     Water Caucus of the Manitoba Eco Network 

Diane Malley     PDK Projects 

Bud Oliver      Interested citizen – former Mayor Selkirk MB 

Alex Salki      Lake Winnipeg Research Consortium 

Hank Venema     International Institute for Sustainable Development 

Lance Yohe      Red River Basin Commission 

Jonathon Scarth   Delta Waterfowl Research Station 

Mellisa Hotain    Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs 

Norm Brandson     Co-chair Lake Winnipeg Forum 

Terry Duguid      Co-chair Lake Winnipeg Forum 

Dick Stephens     Project coordinator 
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ATTACHMENT 3  
 

Lake Winnipeg Forum: Bringing the Basin Together 
 

Agenda 
 
February 15, 2007 Inn at the Forks, Winnipeg 
 
8:00 – 8:30 Registration/coffee 
 
8:30 – 8:35 The Winnipeg Foundation - Opening remarks  
 
8:35 – 8:50 Terry Duguid/Norm Brandson – Forum Introduction 
 
8:50 - 9:20 David Runnalls, IISD - Lake Winnipeg - a Global Perspec-

tive  
 
9:20 – 9:50  Hank Venema IISD – Models of Watershed Management  
 
9:50 – 10:05 Questions and Answers 
 
10:05 – 10:20 Refreshments 
 
10:20– 10:25 Plenary - Small Group Assignments  
 
10:30 – 11:30 Small Group Session #1 (Discussion of the need and objec-

tives for a r watershed cooperation mechanism) 
 
11:30 – 12:00 Plenary – small group reports 

 
12:00 – 1:00 Lunch 
      
1:10 – 3:00  Small Group Session #2 (Discussion of what a mechanism 

would look like and how to achieve it) 
 
3:00 – 3:15 Refreshments 
 
3:15 – 4:45  Plenary (Path forward/next steps) 
 
4:45 – 5:00 Wrap-up – Norm Brandson /Terry Duguid 

 



 13 

 
ATTACHMENT 4  

 
Lake Winnipeg Conference 

 
Background paper 

 
Introduction 
 
The Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee submitted its report to the federal and pro-
vincial governments in Nov. 2005. The report summarized the current state of the Lake, the 
activities of organizations and agencies involved in Lake Winnipeg restoration and protec-
tion, described some models extant elsewhere for coordinating research and management ac-
tivities in other watersheds,  and made some recommendations for moving forward to restore 
the health of Lake Winnipeg. This report was one of a number of recent reports prepared to 
raise the profile of the condition of the Lake and the pressing need for action. The LWIC re-
port noted that there are may organizations currently addressing the issue, however there is 
no master plan to move forward in a concerted, coordinated manner. A major recommenda-
tion of the LWIC report was for a mechanism to be developed to facilitate concerted action, 
and it recommended a Healthy Lake Winnipeg Council to be established by a charter signed 
by the active agencies. 
  
As a follow-up to this report and recommendation, The Winnipeg Foundation has provided a 
grant for a small conference related to the development of a collaborative mechanism to ad-
dress the restoration and maintenance of a healthy Lake Winnipeg. The conference would be 
an inaugural working forum to: 
 

1. determine the need for a coordinating mechanism; 
2. discussing the form and nature of such a mechanism; and 
3. identifying and initiating a process to design and realize the goal of the coordinat-

ing mechanism. 
 
Situation 
 
It has been well documented that Lake Winnipeg is a lake in trouble. Serious eutrophication, 
coliform contamination of beaches, the introduction of invasive species and potential threats 
from outside of the basin all contribute to the documented problems. Lake Winnipeg, the 
world’s 10th largest freshwater lake, not only has inherent value as a great lake on the prai-
ries, but has significant economic and recreational value as a lake in proximity to Winnipeg 
and other population centres.  Maintaining the health of this lake is important for environ-
mental and social reasons. 
 
Lake Winnipeg is the focal point for a complex basin. It is the catch basin for a land area an 
incredible 40 times its size, stretching from the near Thunder Bay to the Rocky Mountains 
and south to Minnesota, the Dakotas and Montana.  Four provinces, four states and two fed-
eral governments all have a voice in the determination of the future of this lake through their 
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policies and laws and the activities of their citizens. Commercial and sport fishers, lodge 
owners, cottage owners, municipalities, parks departments, federal, provincial, municipal and 
First Nation governments, interest groups and the public at large all have a stake in its well 
being. 
 
The state of the lake is tied to the level of care taken by municipalities, farmers, golf courses, 
residential land owners and tourists throughout the massive catch basin. The introduction of 
nutrients and pollutants comes from incalculable sources, so addressing its failing health will 
impact people and activities throughout the basin. Groups have been forming, privately and 
through government to begin to address the issues related to Lake Winnipeg.  
 
Active Organizations 
 
A number of organizations have been formed to address the state of the Lake and work to-
wards understanding the causes and cures of its malaise. The federal and provincial govern-
ments have recently taken notice of the problems and are undertaking increased monitoring 
and research. The province released a Lake Winnipeg Action Plan and established the Lake 
Winnipeg Stewardship Board to provide recommendations on implementating the Action 
Plan. Environment Canada is (has prepared?) preparing a Federal Lake Winnipeg Action 
Plan, to guide their activities respecting the Lake. Collaboration between the federal and pro-
vincial governments resulted in the 2004 Lake Winnipeg Science Workshop which recom-
mended an integrated science program. Manitoba Water Stewardship is proposing regula-
tions to restrict the phosphorus loadings on land that might impact the lake and has placed a 
moratorium on new hog production facilities. The Lake Winnipeg Research Consortium, 
with federal and provincial funding, conducts research on the lake through the operation of 
the research vessel, the Namao. The Manitoba Environmental Network Water Caucus coor-
dinates the activities of the environmental community; and a group of interested citizens rec-
ommend the formation of a Lake Winnipeg Watershed Action Council to examine the water-
shed as a whole.  The Red River Basin Commission and the International Joint Commission 
have an interest in the cross boarder aspects of the watershed and the associated impacts on 
the lake. In 2005, the federal and provincial governments appointed the Lake Winnipeg Im-
plementation Committee to make recommendations on future courses of action, resulting in 
the recommendation for a formal federal-provincial agreement and a Healthy Lake Winnipeg 
Charter to establish a multi-stakeholder Council to assist in the coordination of activities 
aimed at restoring and maintaining the lake as a healthy entity.  
 

Problem 
 
To be successful, the efforts of these groups need to be collaborative and coordinated. That 
implies a coordinating mechanism able to facilitate effective communication and collabora-
tion and to reflect the consensus views of the various interests to the decision makers. The 
issues surrounding the health of Lake Winnipeg are broad and complex, and involve sover-
eign nations, state, provincial First Nation and municipal governments and a myriad of envi-
ronmental, social and economic interests and organizations.  
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Among the interested parties will be a wide spectrum of views and interests. It may be diffi-
cult to spark the interest of parties many hundreds of miles away with no apparent direct 
connection to Lake Winnipeg, such that they will change their agricultural or other practices. 
The value of a healthy Lake Winnipeg is gaining recognition in Manitoba, but it will need to 
become 
 
Positive Experience Elsewhere 
 
Lake Winnipeg is not the first watershed to require a coordinating mechanism to address 
planning and restorative needs. Various models have been developed, each tailored to the 
individual characteristics of its respective watershed. The mechanisms developed have been 
implemented with significant levels of success in their particular locations. Although it is not 
likely that a particular model can be adopted and applied to Lake Winnipeg, ideas and princi-
ples can be gleaned to guide the design and implementation of a mechanism for the Lake 
Winnipeg watershed. 
 
FRASER RIVER BASIN COUNCIL 

Watershed Size:  238,000 sq. km. 
 
Population: 2.7 M 
 
Major Watershed Issues: Water quality and 
quantity, flood control, hydropower production and 
wetlands management. 
 
Evolution 
 
The Fraser Basin Council (FBC) was established 
by a Charter for Sustainability that was developed 
in 1997 by the FBC's predecessor, the Fraser Basin 
Management Board (FBMP). Created by the 
federal, provincial and local governments in 1992, 
the FBMP was given a mandate to develop a 
strategic plan for the entire Fraser Basin. This plan 

was formalized in the Charter. The FBC now oversees the implementation of the Charter, and 
its vision statement provides the cornerstone upon which the FBC establishes its priorities 
and develops its programs. 
 
Partnerships and Structure 
 
The Charter is a good-faith agreement among basin residents and organizations to work 
towards the social, economic and environmental sustainability of the Fraser Basin. It outlines 
the vision, directions, principles, goals and values that will lead to a better, more sustainable 
future. The Charter is not a legally binding document nor does it interfere with any existing 
laws, agreements, treaties or policies.  Instead, it takes a watershed management approach to 
addressing issues and resolving conflicts in the Fraser Basin.  
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Shared values have enabled the FBC to become a mechanism that attempts to bring together 
four orders of Canadian government (federal, provincial, local and First Nations), the private 
sector and civil society to work together to enhance sustainability in a practical way. The 
FBC has helped change the approach to managing the Fraser River and its watershed to ad-
dress the social, economic and environmental considerations of the entire system. This col-
laborative governance model is the first of its kind in Canada and addresses the limitations of 
the traditional hierarchy 
 
The FBC is a non-governmental, not-for-profit organization based on the belief that effective, 
potent and sustainable leadership emerges when diverse interests coalesce around core val-
ues, and when consensus and joint action are chosen over confrontation and inaction. In all of 
its work, the FBC remains impartial, trans-partisan, independent and nonpolitical in its pri-
mary role as an advocate for a sustainable Basin. 
 
To achieve its goals, the FBC acts as a trusted facilitator operating under a unique model of 
collaborative governance. The FBC attempts to be completely trans-partisan, independent 
and nonpolitical in its primary role as an advocate for a sustainable basin.  This consensus-
based governance model provides a means to overcome the limitations of the traditional 
hierarchy of multiple jurisdictions operating independently in a common bioregion and 'top-
down' approaches to governing.   
 
The Fraser Basin Council’s Board of Directors comprises 36 individuals who reflect the 
broad diversity of people living in the Fraser Basin. Twenty-two Directors are appointed by 
the four orders of government: three by the federal government, three by the provincial gov-
ernment, one by each of the eight regional districts in the Basin, and one by each of the Ba-
sin’s eight First Nations language groups. The remaining 14 Directors are non-governmental 
representatives appointed by the FBC – citizens from different walks of life. These 14 in-
clude two representatives from each of the Basin’s five geographic regions, one Basin-wide 
representative for each of the three dimensions of sustainability (economic, social and envi-
ronmental), and an impartial Chair. 

 
Funding 
 
The funding for the Fraser Basin Council 
comes from a diverse array of sources- another 
positive aspect of its sustainability.  While pro-
jects act as the single largest source of revenue 
for the commission, there are also funds gener-
ated through the annual State of Fraser Basin 
Council, all levels of government, investment 
income and donations.  
 
 

 
 

Typical Revenue by Source
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Implementation 
 
Primarily, the Council conducts its business through the work of five standing committees: 
operations; staffing/ financial operations/audit; constitution and council director recruitment; 
sustainability fund; and communications. Specific projects are overseen by five regional 
committees, and also by issue-specific task committees. These committees provide the 
implementation structure and decisions are by consensus.   
 
The NGO approach epitomized by the Fraser Basin Council also has been highlighted for its 
weaknesses by a World Bank evaluation that reports on the inability of the council to 
implement the plans and programs it agrees upon and that it must hand them off to others – 
usually governmental agencies – for implementation.  Other vulnerabilities include the fact 
that the council’s consensus decision-making approach, though helpful in a number of 
respects, can at times be inefficient.  Also, as an NGO reliant upon contributions and funded 
projects, the council is vulnerable to “mission creep,” the temptation to move beyond its 
primary concerns and interests to follow the money.   
 
The Fraser Basin experience has demonstrated that establishing effective multi-stakeholder 
processes requires time and commitment, key interests should be involved at the earliest 
possible point, and multi-interest processes can effectively provide a forum for addressing 
the joint management of land and water for more sustainable watersheds.     
 
GREAT LAKES COMMISSION 

Watershed Size:  520,000 sq.km.  
 
Population: 40M 
 
Major Watershed Issues: Lake levels 
and water quality. 
 
Evolution 
 
The complexity of inter-jurisdictional 
watershed management is represented 
in the Great Lakes Basin spanning eight 
US states, two Canadian provinces, and 
corresponding federal and municipal 
boundaries. 
 

The Great Lakes Commission (GLC) is a bi-national agency that promotes the “orderly, inte-
grated and comprehensive development, use and conservation of the water and related natu-
ral resources of the Great Lakes basin and St. Lawrence River”. The Commission was estab-
lished by joint legislative action of the Great Lakes states in 1955 (the Great Lakes Basin 
Compact) and granted congressional consent in 1968. A Declaration of Partnership (PDF) 
established associate membership for the Canadian provinces of Ontario and Quebec in 1999.  
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Typical Revenue by Source

82.00%
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6.00%
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Partnerships and Structure 
 
Each jurisdiction appoints a delegation of three to five members comprising senior agency 
officials, legislators and/or appointees of the governor or premier.  A committee and task 
force structure is the primary vehicle for identifying and addressing issues and recommend-
ing the adoption of policy positions by the membership. Observer organizations – including 
U.S. and Canadian federal, regional and tribal governments – participate extensively in 
Commission activities.  
 
The GLC is considered a model of inter-jurisdictional basin management in the world. 
Founded in both state and U.S. federal law and benefiting from a binational partnership with 
Ontario and Québec, it is ideally suited to promote a consistent and coordinated interagency 
and integrated approach to issues associated with the greatest system of freshwater on the 
face of the earth.  The Commission is supported by a professional staff with scientific, policy 
and technical credentials. The GLC staffs over a dozen issue-specific task forces and advi-
sory committees to address the variety of ecosystem priorities and special projects being un-
dertaken by the Commission at any given time.  Dredging, aquatic nuisance species, soil ero-
sion and sedimentation, wetlands monitoring, oil spill prevention, air toxics and online in-
formation sharing are just some of the ongoing task forces and regional initiatives managed 
by the GLC. 
 

Funding 
 
The GLC is funded largely by state 
contributions from all member government 
agencies.  There is some revenue generated 
from meetings, publications and other 
miscellaneous basin activities. The 
membership-based revenue generation ensures 
that members states are relatively equally 
weighted in the GLC’s partnership structure. 

 
Implementation 
 
The Commission addresses a range of issues involving environmental protection, resource 
management, transportation and economic development. It aims to guide, protect and ad-
vance the common interests of the eight Great Lakes states in areas of regional environmental 
quality, resource management, transportation and economic development.  It also works on 
the use, management and protection of the water, land and other natural resources of the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system. In partnership with the eight Great Lakes states and prov-
inces of Ontario and Québec, the Commission applies sustainable development principles in 
addressing issues of resource management, environmental protection, transportation and sus-
tainable development. The Commission provides accurate and objective information on pub-
lic policy issues; an effective forum for developing and coordinating public policy; and a uni-
fied, system-wide voice to advocate member interests.  
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GLC activities are directed at realizing its vision of a strong and growing economy, a healthy 
environment, and a high quality of life for all citizens. Three principal functions support this 
vision: 
 

·  Communications among the membership and the entire Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
community; 

·  Policy research, development and coordination on issues of regional interest; and 
·  Advocacy of those positions on which members agree.  

 
NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED 

 
Watershed Size:  5,180 sq. km. 
 
Population: Drinking water for nine million people 
 
Major Watershed Issues: Drinking water quality 
 
Evolution  
 
The New York City watershed includes 2000 square 
miles across eight counties north and west of the city.  
After assessing the cost of building a filtration unit to 
maintain water quality in the city, the authorities decided 
to look at alternatives to technical engineering solutions 
to provide high standard drinking water.  To maintain its 
water quality, in the early 1990s, the city implemented a 
comprehensive watershed protection program that fo-
cused on both protective and corrective initiatives to en-
sure that the Catskill-Delaware system remained unfil-
tered and sustained its high quality. 

 
Partnerships and Support 
 
The New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) decided to initiate 
a mutually beneficial urban-rural watershed protection partnership – to benefit the residents 
of New York and also provide benefits for the farming and landowner communities of the 
Catskills and Delaware.  While this partnership is currently quoted as one of the all-time suc-
cesses of integrated water resources management, it did not start out as a success story.  
There was large-scale opposition from the farming communities to the idea of implementing 
beneficial management practices directed and funded by the city.  The traditional rural-urban 
divide was highlighted and meetings between stakeholders had the attendance of state-
troopers and law enforcement officers.  A pilot project was started with 10 farmers in the re-
gion selected on the basis of their standing in the farming community and their ability to 
convince others in the region to participate in future programs. 
 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/gif/map.gif 
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The partnership had to be a balancing act, providing equality between the farmers and local 
landowners in the water catchment areas, the environmental regulators and the city ratepay-
ers.  A period of constructive discussion and mutual education began.  The environmental 
regulators explained to the farmers the risks of some of their farming method, from the envi-
ronmental viewpoint and the economic consequences in terms of land prices.  The farmers, in 
turn, educated the city about economic pressures they faced and how previous anti-pollution 
measures did not work.  They were concerned about the suggested restrictions and new prac-
tices that may prove too costly to implement. In 1993, the stakeholders decided to create the 
non-profit Watershed Agricultural Council to administer the voluntary, incentive-based wa-
tershed agricultural program.   This Council was governed by a Board of Directors (currently 
18 Directors) of which only one represented NYCDEP and all others represented farming 
communities and local governments in the Catskills and Delaware regions.  While the NY-
CDEP has only one vote in the boardroom, it is this one member who is backed by all the 
resources that make the project and council possible.  
 
In January 1997, after years of debate, the parties tied all these prior agreements together in a 
comprehensive Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Overall, as outlined in the MOU, 
the City committed funds of approximately $350 million in addition to its agriculture and 
land acquisition funding to support the economic-environmental partnership programs with 
upstate communities, including a water quality investment program, a regional economic de-
velopment fund and a regional advisory forum for water quality initiatives and watershed 
concerns.  These programs have guaranteed the maintenance of the city’s pristine water qual-
ity into the foreseeable future.  Programs include infrastructure development such as the de-
velopment of new wastewater treatment facilities in watershed communities, land acquisition 
programs, watershed agricultural programs including nutrient management, education and 
restoration programs, waterfowl and wetlands management activities and regulatory tools of 
inspection and enforcement.  Farmers in the watershed area participate in the program and 
are paid incentives to continue beneficial practices to conserve water quality. A voluntary 
participation in the program may result in thousands of dollars worth of BMPs established on 
their farms funded by the NYCDEP.  On the other hand, non-participation in the program 
automatically subjects the farmers and communities to water quality regulations. 
 
The Watershed Agricultural Council continues to administer the farm BMPs and has since 
conducted numerous programs for clean water, forest management, land stewardship, eco-
nomic initiatives including market development programs and farm to market programs, and 
education programs including model forests and school tours. 
 
Beneficiaries 
 
The department of drinking water for the city of New York is one of the primary beneficiar-
ies of the watershed management project.  It saved the city from building an exorbitant water 
filtration plant to maintain the city’s drinking water quality.  The New York City community 
benefits from lower impact, more sustainable, high quality drinking water without the extra 
costs associated with a new filtration plant.  The farmers in the area, the providers of the wa-
tershed management services, are also benefiting from the agricultural and cattle rearing best 
management practices through higher crop yield and lower cattle infections. 
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Funding 
 
To date, more than 3,600 best management 
practices have been installed at a cost of 
millions of dollars.  In addition, the City 
has augmented the program with the addi-
tion of a City/federal cost-sharing effort 
known as the Conservation Reserve En-
hancement Program (CREP). CREP pays 
farmers to take sensitive riparian buffer 
lands, adjacent to water bodies, out of ac-
tive farm use and re-establish a vegetative 

buffer.  More than 165 miles of farm stream buffers have been enrolled in the program and 
the water quality is maintained. 
 
Payments for Ecosystem Services 
 
Ecosystem services are, simply, the benefits that people receive from ecosystems.  The 
emerging notion of payments for ecosystem services involves payments for stewardship ser-
vices by landowner that result in direct on indirect benefits for downstream communities.  It 
is expected that the beneficiaries will realize the benefit to their drinking water quality, habi-
tat quality, land use and prices etc. and provide these payments in lieu of these services. 
 
In watershed-based literature, PES has been divided into two main categories: 
 

·  Local schemes involve the service providers and beneficiaries of one watershed.  
Downstream beneficiaries may include municipal or private water supply, hydroelec-
tric and other companies, such as beverage manufacturers.  Providers may include in-
dividual landholders or groups of landholders, such as agricultural cooperatives. 

·  National-level programs finance incentives for land users through cross sectoral sub-
sidies such as taxes on fuel or energy production.  The funds are channeled through 
government programs, and there is not always a direct link between service providers 
and beneficiaries. 

 
The well-known success of the New York City watershed management plan, a local PES 
scheme, is at least partly attributed to the success of the incentive programs that helped wa-
tershed farmers to make the transition to best management practices (BMPs) that promoted 
land and water stewardship.  These incentives, or payments for ecosystem services, therefore 
are the tools largely responsible for one of the largest scheme in the world that puts into ef-
fect direct payments by a beneficiary of hydrological services to the providers of those ser-
vices.  The New York case summary demonstrates that watershed protection through pay-
ments for ecosystem services can be a highly cost-effective alternative to technological 
treatment in meeting specific water quality standards.  It also demonstrates that an inclusive 
negotiated partnership between upstream and downstream parties can result in expanded 
benefits for both from a working rural landscape.  

Typical Revenue by Source
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Federal
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Similar projects involving payments for ecosystem services are being piloted throughout the 
Canadian and US landscape.  The ALUS project in Manitoba is one such project, as is a pro-
posed pilot in the Lower Souris basin.  Payments for ecosystems services provide producers 
and landowners with the extra revenue required to establish and maintain beneficial man-
agement practices for watershed management and also potentially diversify their income 
base.  Beneficiaries may include government agencies that may otherwise spend millions of 
dollars on water treatment facilities, tourism and cottaging communities, fish and game 
communities, environmental communities and more. 
 
What Might Make Sense for Manitoba? 
 
Given the success of integrated approaches to watershed planning in areas such as the Fraser 
River Basin and the eastern Great Lakes, and given the diversity of interests and organiza-
tions associated with Lake Winnipeg, an organization representing the interests of multiple 
stakeholders, to sort through and recommend priorities and action for the restoration and pro-
tection of Lake Winnipeg may be the most appropriate approach.  Such an organization could 
be under girded by a charter signed by the members to guide the structure and direction of 
the organization and to define and ensure solid commitment by the members. 
 
There may be other approaches for prioritizing and coordinating action that should also be 
considered.  
 
Purpose of the Conference 
 
The proposed conference will bring together the key stakeholders to design a collaborative 
mechanism/approach specific to the needs of Lake Winnipeg and the associated interests. 
The conference will provide opportunity to: hear from representatives of successful organiza-
tions; and discuss the idea of a council and associated charter (and alternate mechanisms if 
appropriate) to address the issues surrounding the restoration and protection of Lake Winni-
peg; and prepare a strategy for a path forward. 
 
Specifically, the objectives of the forum will be to: 
 

·  Bring representatives of all of the active Manitoba interests in Lake Winnipeg and 
some selected interests in the basin outside the Province together for a one day 
session; 

·  Bring one or two keynote speakers who have experience with successful large wa-
tershed collaboration mechanisms to address the group; 

·  Have a facilitated discussion of a Lake Winnipeg Charter using the draft docu-
ment contained in the LWIC report as the starting point; and, 

·  Proceed as far as possible in finalizing a collaborative mechanism and lay out the 
next steps to finalization and implementation 
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ATTACHMENT 5  
 

Lake Winnipeg Forum Participants 
 

 

AFFILIATE NAME FIRST NAME LAST NAME GROUP 
Association of Manitoba Municipalities Tyler MacAfee One 
Bow River Basin Council Mark  Bennett Four 
Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada, PFRA Tony Kettler Three 
Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada, PFRA Ute Holweger Two 
Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs Tim  Stevenson Five 
Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs Melissa Hotain One (F) 
Association of Manitoba Municipalities ? ?  
City of Fargo Dennis Walaker Four 
City of Winnipeg Water & Waste Dept. Nick Szoke Three 
Co-Chair, Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee Terry  Duguid  
Co-Chair, Lake Winnipeg Implementation Committee Norm Brandson  
Delta Waterfowl Bob Sopuck One 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Alex Salki Two (F) 
Ducks Unlimited  Greg Bruce Three 
Environment Canada, Science & Tech. Br. Kevin Cash Four 
IISD, Sustainable Natural Resources Management Hank Venema Five 
IISD Bill Glanville One 
International Joint Commission Paul Pilon Two 
Keystone Agricultural Producers Ian Wishart Three 
Lake Winnipeg Foundation Lyle Lockhart Four 
Lake Winnipeg Research Consortium Al Kristofferson Five 
Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board Bill Barlow One 
Manitoba Conservation Districts Assoc. Harold Foster Two 
Manitoba Eco Network Water Caucus Glen Koroluk Three 
Manitoba Hydro Terry  Miles Four 
Manitoba Metis Federation Dan Benoit Four 
Manitoba Water Stewardship Dwight Williamson One 
Manitoba Wildlands Gaile Whelan-Enns Four 
Manitoba Wildlands ? ?  
MN Pollution Control Agency Jim Ziegler Three 
ND Health Department Mike Sauer Five 
Partners for the Saskatchewan River Basin Susan Lamb One 
PDK Projects Inc. Diane Malley Three (F) 
R. M. of Gimli Tammy Axelsson Two 
R. M. of Gimli Ross Bailey Three 
RAS Consulting Dick Stephens  
Red River Basin Commission April North  
Red River Basin Commission Lance Yohe Four (F) 
Red River Basin Commission Julie Goehring  
Rivers West - Red River Corridor Assoc. Inc. Jeff Palmer Two 
Technical Secretariat, Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board Sharon  Gurney Five (F) 
The Winnipeg Foundation Cathy Auld Three 
Thomas Sill Foundation Hugh Arklie Five 
 Harold Taylor Five 
Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board Robert T. Kristjanson Five 



 24 

ATTACHMENT 6  
 

LAKE WINNIPEG BASIN FORUM 
 

FOCUS QUESTIONS 
 

AM 
 

·  Is there a need for increased cooperation and coordination between organizations in-
volved in activities impacting or related to Lake Winnipeg water quality? 

·  If so, what should be the nature/purpose/role of such cooperation and coordination? 
·  What should be the objectives of the coordination and cooperation?  

·  Information sharing 
·  Priority setting 
·  Joint projects 
·  Advocacy for Lake 
·  Combined fund raising 
·  Public education 
·  Conflict resolution 
·  Watershed planning assistance to gov’t/municipalities 
·  other 

 
PM 

·  What should be the nature of a mechanism to effect the cooperation and coordina-
tion? 

·  Formal vs informal 
·  Agreement 
·  Charter 
·  unstructured 

·  Advisory vs decision making 
·  Nature of decisions/recommendations 

·  Government led vs independent 
·  Membership rights, privileges and responsibilities 

·  How should it be structured? 
·  Who should participate? 
·  How should it make decisions/recommendations? 
·  Does it require a secretariat 

·  How should the mechanism be implemented? 
·  Strike a committee to develop/recommend detailed structure/Terms of Refer-

ence/etc.? 
·  Hold broader conference to develop structure, etc. 
·  Is there any value in the charter set out in the LWIC report? 
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ATTACHMENT 7  
 

Notes from the Reports to Plenary 
 

February 15, 2007, Morning – Need and Purpose 
 
Group 1 

�  Yes there is a need for a coordinating mechanism 
�  Process has been initiated. - acknowledge existing work 
�  Build on work done (RRBC, IJC, PPWB, etc.) – each with own mandate 
�  Use an existing group by extending their framework?  Rather than reinventing the 

wheel. 
�  From the perspective of the watershed – the greater the distance from the Lake, the 

less the critical imperative to deal with it. How do we align landowners? 
�  How to put historical work in a modern context? 
�  Phosphorus sources and contributions – how to address local inputs?  
�  Needs an overarching body. Mandate to stimulate real action on the ground 

·  Better standards (standards vs best practices 
·  How to use the market place 
·  Address small sources 
·  Strategic use of $ 
·  Education 
·  Priority driven 
·  Challenge: high number of sources within the watershed 

�  Manitoba leads the way? 
 
Group 2 

�  Yes there is a need 
�  How to accomplish? Various organizations already in place – but individual mandates 

may preclude coordination (or makes it tough) 
�  Need to prevent duplication of services. Better inventory of the existing organizations 

and what they are doing could help prevent duplication 
�  National/international cooperation needed – IJC, PPWB (needs updated agreement or 

mandate) 
�  Funding and other resources: refocus existing resources? Use existing agreements to 

guide? E.g. GLC etc 
·  E.g. A formal arrangement: charter/agreement or combination 

�  BMPs and standards could be used 
�  Public awareness and bureaucratic awareness needed 
�  Nature of cooperation: Lake Wpg charter or Watershed Charter? 
�  Needs thought re role of government vs. civil society – and balanced participation 

 
Group 3 

�  Cooperation exists: government, civil society, ag groups etc. so let’s not reinvent the 
wheel.  What is needed is coordination. 
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�  Characteristics of a coordinating body: 
·  Long term vision – not political timetable 
·  Political buy-in required, including internationally (US) 
·  Adaptive approach 
·  Roles? MB Water Council? LWSB? 
·  Accountability 

�  Roles of a coordinating body: 
·  Leverage dollars 
·  Education: public and decision makers 
·  Develop strategy  

�  Baseline information:  
�  science is important but not to be a hindrance to action 

·  Prioritize: i.e. costs & benefits 
·  Implementation 
·  Long-term financial plan 
·  Information clearing house 

 
Group 4 

�  Objectives 
·  Water quality/quantity  
·  climate change  
·  invasive species  
·   etc 

�  Basin Driven Strategy 
·  Integrated perspective: inventory stakeholders & their activities/interests 
·  Basin Governance: jurisdictional and regional differences   
·  100’s of government and non-government agencies - how to manage conflict-

ing mandates 
�  Role –  

·  Problems/Solutions: should be advisory  
·  sharing/analyzing information 
·  Planning 

�  Group that comes together to help ourselves 
·  Group activities could be expanded by the larger group 

 
Group 5 

�  Is there a need: first must agree there is a problem in Lake Winnipeg. Do we under-
stand the nature of the problem? Yes we think we do: eutrophication 

�  It is serious and must be dealt with immediately 
�  Status Quo is not effective, needs coordinating group. Even if work is being done, 

there is a lack of consensus, a lack of coordination and a lack of awareness 
�  What should a coordinating group look like: 

·  Should facilitate/oversee/coordinate watershed planning 
·  Assess & set priorities 
·  Reward mechanism? 
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·  Where does the money come from? 
·  Educate 6.6 million residents 

�  When and if a coordinating org is established, will everyone BUY IN? 
 
Terry: 
Yes there is agreement to move forward 
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ATTACHMENT 8  
 

Notes from the Reports to Plenary 
 

February 15, 2007, Afternoon – Nature of the mechanism 
 
Group 5 

�  Mechanism 
·  Modular? Pull existing groups together? Government driven? 
·  Partnership – non-government with governments as partners 
·  Genuine stakeholder input 
·  Formal mechanism 
·  Some decision making capability  
·  Co-implementation 
·  Decisions should be based on science 
·  Cost-effective solutions that are socially acceptable  

�  Structure? 
·  A “board”: members should include government representation from the prov-

inces/states/federal/municipal levels 
·  Also include first nations, commercial fishers, urban dwellers, producers etc 
·  Stakeholders must agree they’re committed to a common goal: not protecting 

their interests only; should be collaborative 
�  Capacity of Board: 

·  Scientific 
·  Economic 
·  Integrated assessment 

�  Where do we go from here? 
·  Collate information 
·  Steering Group: formulate a draft model and distribute to all potential mem-

bers for feedback 
·  2nd workshop in about 6 months 

�  ACT NOW 
 
Group 4 

�  Act TODAY – take a step – do something, even if not everything 
�  Need a new group rather than re-tooling existing mandates 

·  Multi-stakeholder: Gov’t and NGO’s 
�  Scale: 

·  Break Lake Winnipeg Watershed into 4 Sub watersheds (Red/Assiniboine, 
Saskatchewan, Winnipeg River, local tributaries) 

�  Persuasion rather than Enforcement 
·  Citizen/other action follows standard bell curve: great proportion may not rec-

ognize the issue, but will act if provided good information 
�  Respond to New and Emerging issues: PROACTIVE 
 



 29 

�  Scientific/Precautionary Approach 
·  We don’t have all the science, but we also don’t have much time 
·  Need to distinguish between science based judgement and science based 

proof) 
�  Next Steps: 

·  Working committee 
�  Should build upon existing information i.e., Lake Winnipeg Imple-

mentation Committee Report 
�  Charter from above could be revised and enhanced with information 

from today as a basis from which to move forward  
�  Report back to this group in 3-4 months 
�  Need for a lead (co-chairs?) and Secretariat 

 
Group 3 

�  Nature of Mechanism 
·  Financial need:  

�  existing plus additional funding  
�  multiple funders – fed/prov., beneficiaries like Hydro 

·  Arms-length – foundation model: neutral, leverage money from different 
sources 

·  Not the final decision maker –consensus builder which would be influential to 
governments 

·  Different models: MB Water Services Board; Wpg Floodway Authority;  
·  Independent of Government – incorporated and accountable with governing 

board comprised of sectoral stakeholders/ funders 
·  Inclusive - public input important 
·  Membership (no consensus) 
·  Decision making within organization – priorities, etc. 
·  Secretariat needed; working groups/subcommittees 

�  Next Steps: 
·  Identify the other interests (i.e. those not present today) 
·  Synthesis of this material: working group needed to do so 
·  Prioritization: identify major issues 
·  Engage decision-makers now 

 
Group 2 

�   Next steps: 
·  More stakeholder coordination through the establishment of a charter 
·  Charter could include goals for watershed health 
·  Identify goals for members 
·  Inclusive rather than exclusive – include US 
·  Other models should be used as examples and adapted for use here 

�  Implementation of Action 
·  Federal/prov agreement? Outlining commitments of governments – dedicated 

resources 
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·  Board or committee to oversee the commitment; should have decision-making 
capability 

·  Delivery of agreement: must include performance measures for reporting back 
to stakeholders 

·  Science based judgement (as in Group 4) 
 

Group 1 
�  Critical Success Factors: 

·  Buy-in 
·  Properly funded 
·  Flexibility in issues 
·  Clearly defined roles: mediation; advisory; planning; implementation 
·  Organizational structure 
·  Communications 
·  Define relationship with governments 
·  Influential groups to change landscape practices 

�  Need implementation; not just status quo 
�  Easily measurable deliverables 
�  Role of Government: 

·  Has the resources and legislation 
�  Framework Agreement between F/P Governments, First Nations, US, Municipali-

ties and NGO’s 
�  Need a champion for this process 
�  Long term sustainability: 

·  Communication  
·  Funding long term 
·  Long term priority 

�  Feds/provs/FNs/US/LGU/NGO 
�  Restructure existing group?: 

·  IJC or LWSB for example would need to be re-tooled 
·  Concern: would existing group have resources or be dedicated to the issue? 
·  LWSB: technical secretariat 

�  Next Steps 
·  Political interest and commitment to act/fund 
·  Recommendations must be acted upon 
·  Local level action and monitoring 
·  Local support and feedback necessary 

 
 
 


