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Message FrOM The Chair
The Forum for Leadership on Water is pleased to be returning to our roots with 
this issue of the FLOW Monitor. After producing two consecutive special editions, 
this issue follows our original format, reviewing and commenting on water policy 
activities presently happening across Canada. 

Currently, one of the most notable activities is Bill C-38, the government’s budget 
implementation act, which significantly alters federal environmental legislation. 
FLOW is very concerned about the bill’s potential impact on Canadian water 
security, which among other things, repeals the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Act and replaces it with a much weaker version; reduces protection of endangered 
species and their habitats; guts the Fisheries Act by removing habitat protection 
provisions; repeals the Kyoto Protocol Implementation Act; and abolishes 
important national institutions and programs such as the National Roundtable on 
the Environment and Economy and the Municipal Water and Wastewater Survey. 
As the full impact of the law becomes clearer, FLOW will analyze and report more 
fully on the impacts of these policy changes on national water security.

The federal government also decided to stop funding the Experimental Lakes 
Area. As such, we have asked award-winning author Chris Wood to write a piece 
that moves the discussion beyond simply why the federal government should 
reverse its decision to one that stimulates dialogue on solutions for ensuring the 
program’s survival. 

In this issue, we also outline recent advancements in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
Basin, why it is important consider water and climate in a Pan-Canadian energy 
strategy, and principles that must be considered in the development of a national 
First Nations water governance regime.

Yours for improving action on water, Norm Brandson
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BANNING BULK WATER REMOVALS 
By ralph Pentland

There are three fundamental pillars to protecting the ecological integrity of  
Canada’s aquatic resources:

1.	 Treat	water	with	respect	by	protecting	water	quality	and	aquatic	habitats.
2.	 Use	water	efficiently	through	water	conservation	and	demand	management.	
3.	 Keep	most	water	within	its	natural	basin.
Ultimately, the protection of water quality and its efficient use depends on the third pillar. 
Most Canadians instinctively understand that, as demonstrated by overwhelming and 
unwavering opposition to water export proposals. In fact, there are few public policy issues 
that enjoy such high levels of consensus among Canadians and decision makers alike. 

Political leaders have responded to this concern with a succession of policy and legislative 
initiatives. This timeline covers some of the more notable actions taken by politicians and 
others related to banning bulk water exports during the past half-century. The most recent 
is Bill C-383, a private member’s bill that has the support of the government.   

The Experimental Lakes Area (ELA) 
was identified in Canada’s Centennial 
Year, 1967, to serve a purpose no other 
facility could: to better understand how 
living ecosystems operate in the real 
world. In the new century, this unique, 
‘whole-system’ living laboratory is an 
unparalleled natural security asset.

the 
Future

OF CANADA’S  
ExPERIMENTAL  

LAKES AREA
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By Chris Wood

Understanding ecosystem scale change requires more than 
studying the life cycle of one species, observing contaminants  
under a microscope or testing animals in cages. The real world 

is an infinitely intricate interplay of known 
and unknown variables running in real time 
with no do-overs. To study that, you need a 
laboratory literally as big as all outdoors.

That, uniquely in the world, is what the 
Experimental Lakes provide. The ELA’s 
58 lakes are described in the federal/
provincial agreement that governs them, 
“as components of larger ecosystems 
encompassing the terrestrial drainage areas, 
including tributary and out flowing streams,  
the atmosphere above these surface features, 

and the bedrock, soils, groundwater and lake sediments 
underlying these areas.” The lakes and their surroundings are 
monitored in four dimensions: the familiar spatial three of air- 
and water-sheds, and the equally important fourth dimension of 
time, capturing effects that may take years to appear.

I have interviewed scores of water experts, scientists, regulators, 
users and managers over the last decade. If they share one 
opinion, and they do, strongly, it is that water’s behavior and 
health – and our wise use of it – are inseparably conditioned  
by its surrounding landscape in the natural unit of the watershed. 
The ELA is the only place on Earth where watersheds can be 
studied coherently and comprehensively ‘in the wild,’ rather  
than on the bench. 

The experimental lakes have been widely associated with 
the 1970s introduction of phosphorus controls to combat 
eutrophication in the Great Lakes; in fact those relied on  
research conducted at the Canada Centre for Inland Waters 
and elsewhere. The ELA was more pivotal in demonstrating 
the indirect way in which acid rain devastated small lakes by 
destroying the phytoplankton at the bottom of the aquatic 
food chain. It documented a sharp increase in surface water 
evaporation that foreshadowed effects being witnessed at scale 
now over the Great Lakes.

It might be possible, in Canada’s lake-speckled geography,  
to find other small watersheds where scientists could make 
experimental interventions.

What is irreplaceable is a two-generation record of meticulous 
observations of the study lakes’ volumes and temperatures, 
their flows and the condition of their water. It provides the 
indispensable reference surface for actual knowledge. Only 
against such a clean record of the past can researchers isolate  
and understand what is new. And the past cannot be re-run;  
that baseline cannot be recreated retrospectively somewhere else. 
Even interrupted, its answers become blurred. 

And surely we need those answers. The transport of numerous 
contaminants, from volatile aromatics to heavy metals, onto 
the headwater landscapes and tributary streams of Canada’s 
greatest river, the Mackenzie, raise questions about their impacts. 
Ten million Canadians in the Great Lakes basin are exposed to 
the barely studied presence of scores of bioactive compounds 
detectable in their water, many of them associated with 
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COnTinued On Page 4 »

COnTinued On Page 4

1955 1988

19
87 1998The International River 

Improvements Act 
was	passed	to	prevent	
damage	or	changes	to	the	
flow	of	a	river	that	crosses	
the	U.S.-Canada	border,	
except	with	federal	approval.

Bill C-256 was	introduced	
to	fulfill	the	Federal	Water	
Policy	commitment,	
but	it	was	neither	enacted	
prior	to	the	1988	election		
nor	reintroduced	after		
the	election.

The Federal Water Policy	
(tabled	in	Parliament)	
proposed,	inter	alia,	that	
the	federal	government	
would	legislate	a	ban		
on	water	export	by	
interbasin	diversions.

A	private	proposal	to	
export	water	from	Lake	
Superior	via	marine	tanker	
was	accidentally	(and	
temporarily)	approved	by	
the	Ontario	government.

»

TIMELINE: BULK WATER ExPORT POLICY REVIEW
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disruption to human and animal sexual development. The past 
summer saw an unprecedented florescence of toxin-producing 
algae in lakes from coast to coast.

These are precisely the kind of consequential, complex, urgent 
ecosystem-scale problems that the Experimental Lakes were 
instrumented to help solve. No other scientific asset matches 
their capabilities. To abandon them would be questionable under 
any circumstance. To do so to save less than the price of a condo 
with a Stanley Park view (the ELA’s maintenance and science cost 
about $2 million a year to maintain) is an astounding judgment.

It is nonetheless the decision the Prime Minister reiterated 
early in August. Canadians, in particular those who work 
professionally with water issues, should believe him. If they 
share the urgency of solving some of our most perplexing 
environmental puzzles they will take up the government’s 
expressed willingness to relinquish the Experimental Lakes,  
and find them another home. 

 This needs to happen quickly:  
the government intends to wind down 
science at the Lakes by next April. But  
it needn’t be as difficult as many of the  
ELA’s supporters worry. 
The Lakes’ legal existence is constituted in a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between Ottawa and Ontario, most 
recently renewed in 2010. In it, Ontario undertakes to maintain 

the lakes’ isolation and general protection, mainly through its 
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). Ottawa undertakes to 
oversee the scientific program there; done formerly through the 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), this responsibility 
was divided between DFO and Environment Canada in 2006. 

These arrangements “may be renegotiated at any time at the 
initiation of any of the Parties.” In other words an alternative 
arrangement that found the support of Ontario and was 
acceptable to the federal government could in theory be executed 
over little more than a weekend. 

What might that arrangement look like? A governance  
structure is already in place: the MOU establishes a management 
board, with four members appointed by each of Ontario and 
Canada. Ontario has shown no warmth to picking up the 
additional cost of coordinating the Lakes’ scientific schedule. 
But should other sponsors for that work be identified, the places 
that Ottawa would vacate on that board could be offered to their 
nominees with little institutional interruption. 

The list of potential sponsors begins with the province whose 
own battle with eutrophication stands to benefit most from 
renewed research on that problem: Manitoba. But it also includes 
post-secondary institutions whose research or instructional 
programs have benefited – or could – from a laboratory 
landscape available to few in the world. It could be expanded to 
embrace philanthropic and non-profit private sector groups with 
science or the environment on their research or policy agenda. 
These need not all be Canadian.

2008
2001

2008-2009
The Canadian Water Issues Council
(CWIC)	at	the	University	of	Toronto	
proposed	federal	safety	net	
legislation	in	the	form	of	a	model	
act,	aimed	at	prohibiting	bulk	
removals	from	all	major	Canadian	
drainage	basins.  

In	response	to	the	Lake	
Superior	proposal,	Bill	C-6	
was	introduced	(passed	in	
2003)	to	amend	the	
International Boundary 
Waters Treaty Act.
	It	prohibited	bulk	removals	
from	boundary	waters	
(waters	flowing	along	the	
boundary),	with	minor	and	
well-defined	exceptions. 

In	two	successive		
Speeches from the Throne,	
the	federal	government	
announced	its	intention		
to	legislate	the	prohibition	
of	bulk	water	exports.20

00
-2

00
5

Nine provinces 
subsequently passed 
laws	partially banning 
bulk water removals	
from	their	respective	
major	drainage	basins.	
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Many of these (not least Manitoba, still reeling 
from devastating floods) feel strapped at the 
moment. But really people, this should not be an 
impossibly large ‘nut’ to crack several ways among 
organizations with individual budgets often in the 
tens to hundreds of millions of dollars.

New management could conceivably craft a new 
research plan that move the ELA closer to paying 
its way by attracting researchers from institutions 
and private labs from around the world. Ontario’s 
MNR should continue to oversee their science to 
protect the lakes, as it does now.

All the elements of such an alternative legal  
housing for the Experimental Lakes are, as it  
were, on the scene. What would be helpful now 
is for one of those potential sponsors to step up 
and to engage a suitable individual to conduct 
the necessary shuttle diplomacy to determine 
where interest and means converge to bring those 
elements together. 

By necessity, this would be a time-limited act of 
national service.

By the time the break-up comes to Ontario’s north 
country next spring the Experimental Lakes will 
either be secured to serve another generation of 
Canadians. Or they won’t.

20
09

-2
01

1

2011
2010 2012A federal 

opposition 
member 
introduced  
a private 
member’s  
bill based on 
concepts in  
the 2008  
CWIC  
Model Act.

Bill C-383	was	introduced	
by	a	private	member	of		
the	sitting	government.		
The	bill	is	identical	to		
Bill	C-26	with	the	addition		
of	one	important	clause	that	
would	prohibit	transfers		
into	a	transboundary	river.

During	the	first	hour	of		
House	of	Commons	debate	on	
Bill C-383,	the	government	–	
and	most	other	MPs	who	
spoke	–	indicated	general	
support	for	the	concepts	in	the	
bill.	A	second	hour	of	debate	is	
scheduled	for	October	2012.

Bill C-26 was introduced to 
amend the International 
Boundary Waters Treaty Act
and	the	International River 
Improvements Act	to	ban	
bulk	removals	from	any	
transboundary	water		
(water	flowing	across	the	
boundary)	without	federal	
approval.	It	died	with	the	
dissolution	of	Parliament.
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By Merrell-ann Phare and nancy goucher 

People who live near water know that  
it flows and moves across borders, but  
it seems legislators and policy-makers 
have a harder time with that concept. 
Sound management of water requires 
strong inter-jurisdictional cooperation – 
thinking like a watershed rather than  
a jurisdiction – to ensure that both 
people and nature benefit from its 
availability. In Canada, responsibility for 
water is awkwardly divided between 
federal and provincial governments,  
with the latter having primary authority 
over water except for federal lands  
and waters, boundary waters, inland 
fisheries, commercial navigation, and  
the protection of transboundary river 
basins. Grey areas abound between  
the divisions. 

One of the greatest conundrums is how to 
meaningfully and equitably address the water rights 
and entitlements of Indigenous peoples. As outlined 
in the Winter 2012 edition of the FLOW Monitor, 
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Canadian courts are recognizing that ongoing denial 
or avoidance of Indigenous water rights is not only 
shortsighted and unrealistic, but increasingly legally 
untenable. As such, all governments (Indigenous, 
federal, and provincial) should proactively seek out 
each other to initiate a dialogue aimed at designing 
and implementing a legal and policy framework 
that recognizes Aboriginal water rights and gives due 
place to Indigenous governments in the collaborative 
governance of water in Canada. 

This FLOW article is intended to spark dialogue on 
holistic governance solutions that can be inclusive 
of Indigenous governments, and their rights, 
knowledge, and needs. It outlines four principles 
that need to be incorporated into the development 
of a national First Nations water governance regime. 
The applicability of each principle is illustrated using 
Canadian and international case studies1. 

1. Indigenous leadership

 A First Nations water governance regime 
should be created by Indigenous peoples for 
Indigenous peoples, and managed primarily by 
Indigenous peoples. Through this approach, 
First Nations would have autonomy to shape 
their own future. Federal, provincial, and 
territorial governments should be supportive 

PriOrity 4: 
Protecting 
Aquatic 
Ecosystems 
and 
Aboriginal 
Rights 
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(financially and politically) of Indigenous institution-
building in the water governance area (as they are in the 
realm of child welfare, education, and taxation).

 EXAMPLE: The Yukon River Inter-Tribal Watershed 
Council was developed solely by Indigenous peoples 
to manage the Yukon River watershed. A secretariat is 
responsible for a range of activities including measuring 
and monitoring activities, education, stewardship, 
preservation, restoration, and capacity building. Here, 
Indigenous people have taken a leadership role to 
achieve a simple goal: “to be able to drink directly from 
the Yukon River” and they are basing their efforts on a 
water-rights implementation strategy.

2. Giving expression to Aboriginal water rights

 There appears to be tension between federal and 
Indigenous responsibilities and rights. On the one  
hand, the federal government has a fiduciary 
responsibility to protect the water rights of First Nation 
peoples as many activities that are constitutionally 
protected as Aboriginal rights are closely tied to 
water (e.g. fishing, hunting, spiritual practices). On the 
other hand, Indigenous peoples are entitled to their 
own institutions to protect and ensure the sustainable 
implementation of their rights. This tension, however, is 
not impossible to handle. A First Nations governance 
regime could be developed to ensure that federal 
responsibilities are upheld while allowing for the 
sovereign expression of Indigenous water rights in water-
related planning and decision-making processes. Ideally, 
planning and decision-making processes are jointly 
scoped, developed, and implemented. 

 EXAMPLE: Located in southwestern United States, 
the Navajo Nation declared sovereignty over human 
interactions with water in their territory through the 
Navajo Water Code. The Water Management Branch is 
responsible for implementing and enforcing the Water 
Code including dealing with any activities that may 
infringe on Aboriginal rights by adversely affecting water 
quality or quantity in their territory. The U.S. federal 
government has accepted and supported Navajo Nation 
jurisdiction over water. 

3. Collaborative and inclusive decision-making

 To truly recognize Aboriginal water rights, First Nation 
governments must be equal partners in the governance 
of water use both on and off reserve. First Nations should 
be partners in decision-making that could affect the 
quality and availability of water and their way of life. 
Since residential, commercial, and industrial development 
can impact water within a basin, First Nations should be 
at the table from the beginning of planning processes. 
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 EXAMPLE: The Fraser Basin Council is a non-profit 
organization established to advance sustainability 
initiatives in the Fraser River watershed in central British 
Columbia. It is directed by a 36-member board with 
representatives from civil society, the private sector, and 
four levels of government – federal, provincial, municipal, 
and First Nations. The Council represents inclusive 
decision-making in a number of ways. First, Indigenous 
concerns were incorporated into the model from the 
beginning. Second, almost a quarter of the board 
members are Indigenous, ensuring representation from 
the eight different language groups in the basin. Third, 
the Council’s Charter for Sustainability acknowledges  
the need to build awareness and profile Aboriginal 
culture. Finally, in addition to Aboriginal representatives, 
broad civic and government participation on the board 
ensures important stakeholders are an active part 
of developing and implementing practical solutions, 
meaning Indigenous concerns and viewpoints regarding 
both on and off reserve waters are discussed. 

4. Effective and responsive

 Effective water governance requires time and dedicated 
resources. There must be reliable and adequate financial 
capacity to facilitate full participation in decision-making 
and the development and implementation of solutions. 

 EXAMPLE: In 2009 and 2010, the New Zealand 
government signed co-management and co-governance 
agreements with a number of Maori iwi (or nations) to 
protect the Waikato River. Funding for the Waikato River 
Authority comes from the New Zealand government and 
includes a NZ$20 million endowment to a college trust, 
NZ$50 million for initiatives to restore and protect the 
river, NZ$1 million per year for 30 years to support Maori 
participation in the co-governance arrangement, and 
NZ$7 million for 30 years to a cleanup fund for the river. 
The Authority is trustee for the cleanup fund. 

As water issues become more acute, Canada will not be  
able to maintain the status quo regarding Aboriginal water 
rights. New approaches to water governance are required to 
improve financial, political, and ecological outcomes for First 
Nations. In moving forward, more dialogue is needed  
to collectively determine the principles of a First Nations water 
governance regime and develop an institution that effectively 
improves the quality of life and environment for Indigenous 
peoples in Canada.   
1. The case study research was conducted for FLOW by Peigi Wilson,  
an Indigenous lawyer and researcher in Canada. This work is funded by  
the RBC Blue Water Project.  
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By ralph Pentland, J. P. (Jim) Bruce, and  

nancy goucher

Long-term thinking is key 
As the energy strategy discussion heats 
up, there is a real risk that an emphasis 
on short-term economic considerations 
will lead to a considerably less than 
optimum outcome for current and future 
generations. The tendency may be to focus 
on meeting future energy needs through 
the development and distribution of fossil 
fuel based energy sources, at the expense of 
diversifying Canada’s energy portfolio to 

transition to lower-carbon alternatives. Integrating climate and 
water considerations into the strategy development process can 
facilitate Canada’s long-term energy and economic success. 

Water-energy connections
Canada’s energy strategy also needs to consider the quantity  
of water available for energy production as well as its potential 
impact on water quality. Fossil fuel extraction is both water 
and energy intensive – especially in the oil sands – and pipeline 
transport clearly has potential to contaminate rivers and lakes. 

At the Council of the Federation (COF) 
meetings last July, provincial and territorial 
premiers discussed the development of a 
pan-Canadian energy strategy based on 
the recognized need for a shared vision 
and collaborative action to address the 
country’s energy challenges. The key to 
Canada’s sustainable energy future will be 
the implementation of a strategy that fully 
recognizes the interactions between energy, 
climate, and water.  

WAter
 Key Considerations 
 in a Pan-Canadian 
 energy strategy

   
CLiMAte 

PriOrity 2: 
Responding 
to the 
Impacts 
of Climate 
Change 
and Energy 
Production
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Hydraulic fracturing for natural gas production uses large quantities  
of water and may cause groundwater and surface water pollution.  
Even thermal electricity production consumes large amounts of water  
for cooling. As temperatures rise, the industry will require even  
more water.

Opportunities abound
The more Canada is able to diversify our energy sources, the less impact 
it will have on a changing climate and the easier it will be to adapt to the 
changes that are already occurring, and inevitably increasing in severity. 
Likewise, diversifying our production in terms of both energy sources and 
location will reduce negative impacts on national water resources.  

Simply relaxing environmental standards and letting short-term market 
forces determine the least expensive energy mix will not lead to the best 
economic outcome for Canada. Instead, this approach would generate 
a cumulative environmental deficit with significant costs (e.g., adapting 
energy and water infrastructure to the new climate reality). Conservation  
is also critical at this juncture – the more water we save, the more energy 
and money we save (due to the energy required to extract, treat, transport, 
heat, and dispose of water). 

Downstream implications
While energy and water resources are considered to be provincial 
responsibilities, actions in one province can clearly have an impact on 
other jurisdictions. As one of many examples, the Bennett Dam on the 
Peace River in British Columbia had significant impacts downstream 
in Alberta and the Northwest Territories. Federal leadership is therefore  
critical in an energy strategy.

Diversification is key to growth
Finally, by failing to diversify our energy sources quickly enough, Canada 
is not taking full advantage of the potential of technology exports. 
The global environmental industry is worth about $1 trillion annually, 
and predicted to double by 2020. Germany has global market shares 
of between 6 and 30%, depending on which environmental sector is 
considered. U.S. environmental exports represent about 5% of the global 
market, and 9% of the non-U.S. market. By contrast, Canada has about 
0.25% of the global market. We should be focusing on how to increase this 
share by investing in green technologies. 

A Canadian energy strategy must recognize the value of diversification,  
the ecosystem services provided by water in nature and implications for 
the global climate. This is critical to the health of our communities, but 
also the viability of the energy sector – the acceptability abroad of Canada’s 
carbon-based energy products depends, in part, on demonstrating a 
diversified approach to energy that protects both climate and water.
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CROSS-
CANADA 
CHECKUP
REPORT EXAMINES  
LESSONS LEARNED FROM  

NATIONAL DISCUSSION 
SERIES TOUR

In May 2012, the University of 
Victoria’s POLIS Project on Ecological 
Governance in partnership with Simon 
Fraser University’s Adaptation to 
Climate Change Team (ACT) released 
Cross-Canada Checkup: A Canadian 
Perspective on Our Water Future.

The report offers a first-hand 
perspective on current and emerging 
water challenges and priorities 
across the country, and illustrates the 
interrelatedness of many water issues 
that are common to all Canadians. 
The authors present the Northwest 
Territories’ new water stewardship 
strategy as 
one model for 
water policy 
reform in the 
rest of Canada, 
and discuss the 
need for a new 
national vision 
that recognizes 
the invaluable 
nature of water  
in this country.

Cross-Canada Checkup is a synthesis 
of themes and information from FLOW’s 
fall 2011 national discussion series, 
representing an up-to-date look at 
Canadian attitudes towards the state 
of fresh water across the country.

Access the report:

www.poliswaterproject.org/  
publication/452

www.act-adapt.org/water-security
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uPdaTe: 
the 
greAt LAkes- 
st. LAWrenCe 
bAsin
By Jim Bruce and Brenda Lucas 

In June 2009, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and then  
Canadian Foreign Affairs Minister Lawrence Cannon met on  
the Rainbow Bridge in Niagara Falls to pledge a renewal of the  
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) of 1978 and  
its protocol of 1987. It has been three years since that meeting  
and there is still no revised agreement. As we went to press, the  
two governments announced that a revised agreement has just  
been signed. The Protocol added three new Annexes dealing  
with habitat protection, climate change, and invasive species.  
Unfortunately, it also abandoned some important commitments  
to action, target dates, and indicators of their success.
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There is no question the lakes need  
urgent attention. In particular, Lake Erie’s 
algal growth and cyanobacteria have been 
increasing for a decade, covering more 
than 4,000 km2 in 2011. Continuing 
reduction of ice cover and warming 
surface waters lead to longer periods when 
these surface waters are stratified from 
cool bottom waters. This results in oxygen 
depletion and ‘dead zones’ in bottom 
waters, killing fish and releasing toxic 
substances from the underlying sediments. 
Observers claim the situation in 2011 was 
worse than what was experienced in the 
early 1970s, before Canada and the U.S. 

began the extensive pollution control measures under the 
1972 GLWQA. Erie and the other lakes had improved 
rapidly with control measures to reduce nutrient and 
toxic chemical inputs from industry, sewage treatment 
plants, and diffuse sources. In recent decades, however, 
the changing climate has resulted in more frequent 
runoff episodes, where intense rains and snowmelt wash 
pollutants from intensively used agricultural lands and 
urban areas into the lakes. While the other Great Lakes 
are showing increased stress (e.g., nearshore degradation 
and wide-spread algae washing onto shores), their main 
bodies are not yet infected. For all of the Great Lakes, 
action is urgently needed.

Since 2009, Environment Canada and Foreign Affairs 
staff have been working with their American counterparts 
to update the Agreement. Federal and provincial 
representatives have committed to prepare a new 
Canada-Ontario Agreement (COA) to support the 
binational agreement. The current version of COA was 
extended in 2010. The Great Lakes need strong GLWQA 
and COA agreements, with investment and action to 
restore lake health and prevent further deterioration.

Ontario’s provincial government has already moved 
forward by tabling Bill 100, an Act to Protect and 
Restore the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin. 
If passed, the Act will set in place a Great Lakes 
Guardians’ Council to consider priorities, funding, 
and partnerships. The legislation will also allow the 
government to set qualitative or quantitative targets. 

In addition to setting out specific actions to be  
taken by the Province, the proposed Act emphasizes 
support for “geographically-focused initiatives” 
to be carried out by groups or agencies such 
as municipalities and river basin Conservation 
Authorities. These initiatives would be set out 
in a regulation, and would include policies or 
recommendations to improve or protect tributaries, 
wetlands, and nearshore areas. To ensure such 
initiatives can have real impact, the Act would  
make it possible to regulate or prohibit activities  
that could adversely affect the ecological health of 
the basin, or require actions to protect or restore 
basin health. 

The proposed Great Lakes Protection Act would  
also require the province to create a formal Great 
Lakes Strategy. A draft strategy was released 
to coincide with introduction of the Act. It 
complements the initiatives proposed in the 
legislation, but also builds on commitments made 
in the province’s Water Opportunities and Water 
Conservation Act (WOWCA) including support 
for the Water Technology Acceleration Project, 
addressing asset management and performance 
measures, and developing a Municipal Water 
Sustainability Plan Regulation under the WOWCA. 
The strategy continues to build on WOWCA’s 
strong emphasis on demonstrating and showcasing 
innovative activities with emphasis on the Great 
Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin, and making links 
between improved management, the quality of 
water resources and opportunities for economic 
development. The draft strategy also outlines current 
conditions, articulates priorities, and defines future 
actions to improve water quality and management, 
encourage community action, improve wetlands, 
beaches, and shorelines, and protect aquatic habitat. 

Ontario’s Great Lakes Strategy and proposed Act 
promise to encourage some of the tangible action 
needed to fulfill Canada’s responsibilities to help 
clean up and protect the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
River Basin. Commitment to federal action by both 
countries is critical if significant improvements in the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence system are to be achieved.
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For more information contact FLOW Canada  
215 Spadina Avenue, 4th Floor, Toronto, ON  M5T 2C7 
www.flowcanada.org

Edited by Nancy Goucher / Thank you to the Walter and  
Duncan Gordon Foundation and the RBC Blue Water Project for their support.

FLOW MeMbers 
The Forum for Leadership on Water (FLOW), a project of Tides Canada Initiatives, is an independent 
group of water experts from across Canada that encourages government action to protect and steward 
our critical freshwater resources. We are committed to proposing policy solutions, urging action and 
tracking progress towards a more sustainable water future.

We believe that all levels of government and broader civil society must work together as part of  
a Canada-wide strategy that effectively addresses current and emerging threats to freshwater security. 

To receive future editions of the FLOW Monitor visit www.flowcanada.org.
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Ralph Pentland, Canadian Water Issues Council and 
Ralbet Enterprises Inc.
Ralph is Acting Chair of the Canadian Water Issues Council 
and President of Ralbet Enterprises Inc., where he consults 
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