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Honourable Minister Blaikie

Minister of Conservation

330 Legislative Building

450 Broadway

Winnipeg, MB R3C 0VS8 o

\Is Tracy Braun,

Director, Environmental Assessment and Licensing Branch
Manitoba Conservation

123 Main St. Suite 160

Winnipeg., Manitoba.

R3C 1AS

Dear Minister Blaikie, Ms. Braun:
Re: File 5486.00 - Rettie Boat Access/Beaconnia Channe] — Robert and Margaret Rettie

INTRODUCTION

This project was constructed without an Environment Act license, which demonstrates a lack of
communication between levels of governments, and both between and within Manitoba government
departments. The proponent. Robert Rettie, received a development permit from the Selkirk and District
Planning Area Board (SADPAB) in January of 2008 and a letter of advice from the federal Department
of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) in April 2008. Neither of these steps replace the need for a Manitoba
environmental licence. Given the failure of the property owner to fulfill the DFO permit conditions. and
the lack of notification and information to neighbours and land owners. we wonder whether
Environmental Assessment and Licensing Branch (EALB) was notified of this proposal by either:
SADPAB, or DFO. The procedural and regulatory failures with regard to this project highlight the need
to have clear, consistent and publicly accessible policies and procedures for any activity or project that
triggers the Manitoba Environment Act. In particular there was confusion on the part of the
Municipality, the Planning Area Board. and the proponents regarding Manitoba Water Stewardship
responsibilities. and Environment Act requirements. The Rettie Boat Access fiasco serves as a case
study in how not to make decisions, and how not to co-ordinate decisions across governments and
departments. Manitoba Wildlands (MW L) can only hope that these procedural and regulatory problems
will never reoccur, moving forward.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION/PUBLIC REGISTRY
Manitoba Wildlands is responding based on the documentation posted online at:

- Tt e FTeT LI gliracictriec/ SARED att: o dfle T hir1
alpy/Www.gov.mb nservation/eal/regisinies/5486Rettie/index html.

We have not reviewed the

(hilpfwww32 . zov.mb.co/con-c:

file at 123 Main. Searching the public registry database
, squerv.him) for: “Rettie”,“Boat Access”. and file number “5486” returned
no results. Therefore there is no way of knowing what is in the paper registry file, or if a paper file even
exists. Starting a public registry file late in a confused licensing process like this one does not fulfill
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public interest. or standards of fairness or reasonablencss.

We could find no information about this proposai on Water Stewardship’s webpage, save for a link to
the online public registry referenced above. Water Stewardship webpage claims they have a registry for
all orders under the Water Protection Act at 123 Main, but it is unclear how. when. and where this
“registry™ is accessed. Certainly it is not online.

[t scems the Manitoba Conservation public registry file under the Environment Act was not created
until the channel was identified, a stop work order issued significant work and damage had already been
done. Documentation between the proponents, Water Stewardship, Manitoba Conservation, EALB and
other government authorities should be included in the file. For example, e-mail correspondence has
revealed that Rettie submitted his first EIS in April 2010 but was asked to revamp it to adhere to the
conditions of the Environment Act. This earlier draft and related correspondence should be in public
registry file #5486.-

Presently there is also no public way to determine who has water rights and permits, and how much
water they are withdrawing from Manitoba's lakes, rivers and aquifers. This license review highlights
the gaps and problems with public information, and decision-making about water use in our province.

PUBLIC LAND VS PRIVATE LANDS AND WATERS

There is no complete scoping of this and further intended project steps in the materials provided by Mr.
Rettie. Essentially it was not clear in the beginning what Mr. Rettic intended to build and still is not
clear what he intends to do - and no steps were taken to scope the full project. One result is the tripling
ol'the length and width of the channel — in defiance of DFO permitting. This proposal is not only on
private lands. Mr Retie is gaining access to Crown land & water withowt o lease or paving
compensation for use of Crown resources.

ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK

Presently there appears to be no way to know where the public and private land/waters starts and stops
as there 1s no clear technical information as to the Ordinary High Water Mark in the south basin. When
concerned citizens have (o pay for aerial photos themselves to show the location and impact of an
unlicensed project, we know there are significant problems as to technical information about I.ake
Winnipeg’s southern basin. This is compounded by the lack of clear historic technical information
about the effect of the Manitoba Hydro regulation of water levels in Lake Winnipeg, and resulting
clfects on the south basin.

GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITIES

Our government is responsible to ensure that all laws and public policies are complied with. We also
would assume our government does not give away or allow alteration of crown land and resources for
no public benefit. There is clearly extensive use of crown or public lands and water by this project
with significant and ongoing environmental effects.

Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship responsible for restoration of this site — and a complete
renewal of the technical and scientific regarding this project site and adjacent lands and waters.
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Relerences to a “development” permit in the documentation available is not clear. The lack of any
reference in planning district information to potential provincial or federal government responsibilities,
especially where crown lands and waters may be impacted is a significant omission. See below.

“Through the Selkirk and District Planning Area Board office, development permit applications are
processed for the Rural Municipalities of West St. Paul, St. Clements, and Si. A ndrews. the City of
Selkirk and the Village of Dunnottar This page provides you with information on application
requirements and guides you 10 other offices where permits may also be required, depending on your
building needs.

{Source: hitpy/ www.seiplan.net/index.php?option=com content&task=view&id-22& ltemid 36 )

Shoreline Erosion Development Permit

“Surrounding low-lying areas of the Red River: its tributaries, marshes and delta system, and the south
basin of Lake Winnipeg, in owr District are highly susceptible to shoreline erosion. As such, when
working in low-lying areas, or within 350 feet of these water systems, special consideration is required
of development permits, Development can be include removing existing trees along a shoreline, placing
rip-rap or other material to build up or stabilize a shoreline, replacing existing material with new fill,
constructing a building in proximity 1o a shoreline. etc.. For building structures, please refer to the
requirements found under the building permits section of this website. For all other shoreline
development. please read the information below,

{(Source SADPAB: http/www.selplan.net/index.php?ontion: com_content&task —view&id=35& liemid=6| )

All municipal and planning district information provided to the public across Manitoba needs 1o be
explicit as to potential impacts on crown lands and walters, with access to Manitoba licensing authorities
provided. Municipalities do not issue permits regarding crown lands and waters or with potential
impacts on crown lands and waters. An initial review by provincial authorities is essential. Municipal
authorities should be held responsible in situations such as this unlicensed, highly damaging project.

Department of Fisheries and Qceans public information (below) :
Three step process:
I Planning Guidance - You can avoid harm to fish and fish habitat and comply with the Fisheries
Act by planning your project using the guidance provided below. You will not need to come to
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) for review if you can follow the planning guidance found in
an Operational Statement.
Project Review- If you are not able to follow the planning guidance provided in Step 1 or it is not
applicable to your project. then you will need to submit your project proposal to Fisheries and
Oceans Canada for review and assessment. DFQ's preference is to avoid harm to fish and fish
habitat wherever possible. If the project is considered to be low risk then You may proceed
without further authorization. DFO staff will advise you of additional impacts that you will need
10 work to minimize.
3. Fisheries Act Authorization - f the assessment determines that harm to fish or fish habitat cannot
be avoided, then you progress to Step 3 for a Fisheries Act Authorization.
{(Source: mrgx'www,df‘n—mnn,uc.ca.f'hahilats"nabimhcnu.htm)

[
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Two things are essential. based on this situation: Clarity on who in government responds to failure 1o
comply with a DFO permit, and formalized communication between government departments regarding
federal responsibiliry.

CONSULTATIONS & NOTIFICATION

There was no consultation with the public before Mr. Rettie began work on his project. It also appears
there was no application with the Lakeshore Erosion Technical Committee (ETC) as required by Selkirk
and Area District Planning requirements. There is no indication in the knvironmental Assessment
Proposal Report (EAP) filed by the developer that an application was filed. If an application was filed
with ETC this documentation should be inciuded in the public registry file.

Manitoba Conservation should have required the proponent to provide all documentation with other
levels of government in this proposal filed alter the fact.

DFO PERMIT

The 23 April 2008 DFO letter of advice stipulated an understanding that the channel was 1o be.
“.approximately 213m (770fi) long, Sm (15fi) wide, and I.5m (3ft) deep. ™ with *...a 3m (1Of1) by [ 5m
(5ft) area ... excavated at the shoreline to connect the proposed channel 1o Lake Winnipeg, "

Furthermore the DFO letter stated:
“[ff the plans have changed or if the description of your proposal is incomplete you should comact this
office to determine if the advice in this letter still applies.

However the September 16, 2010 EAP states: “[t]he chanel will be approximately 1,600 feet long,
approximaiely 23 fet wide and approximately 6 feet deep.

Additionaily in the request to DFO there was no mention of a boat launch to the north and docking
arca to the south. The DFO Letter of Advice is very clear in stating that any changes in plans needed to
be submitted to the DFO before proceeding. At the very least the developer is in breach of its federal
DFO permit. And the developer was going ahead without its Manitoba environmental license. On these
two points alone, Manitoba Conservation should not license this project — and should require the
developer o pay for restoration.

CROSS GOVERNMENT COMMUNICATION/ RESPONSIBILITIES

The fact that this project was mostly constructed and caused significant environmental effects without an
L:nvironment Act license demonstrates a lack of communication between levels of government and
between provincial government departments. There should be clear, public policies and procedures that
identify all regulatory steps when Manitoba Conservation and Manitoba Water Stewardship
responsibilities under Manitoba Acts overlap.

What are the present communication policies/procedures/guidelines/standards between governments and
within government regarding projects that likely require licensing under the Environment Act and the
Water Protection Act? Are there any? The lack of a joint public registry, or cross-referenced sources for
public regulatory information causes confusion and adds risks to decision making about crown lands and
waters. With changes in government department structure, and new legislation in recent years. there has
Manitoba Wildlands, 2010
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been no regulatory review to make sure that both departments are able to fulfill their policy and
regulatory responsibilities.

TECHNICAL & SCIENTIFIC BASIS
There are numerous technical issues and gaps in the process followed prior to the channel being dug
including a stop work order being issued.

These include lack of confirmation of the property line and the required 90' setback from the ordinary
high water mark. which has not been confirmed.

No drainage plan was provided, as required by the Municipal development permit, and the effects of this
channel on the water table have not been determined.

The proposal under the Environment Act includes numerous differences in specifications and scope
{rom the original plan submitted by Mr. Rettie. At this time it is unclear whether Mr. Rettie’s most
recent information reflects the actual unlicensed project.

[nformation about the development of a boat launch and dock and potential damage to aquatic life and
other environmental elements appears to be missing at all steps.

Varying and inaccurate definitions of vegetation in the marsh and the *sand” used for the plug have
resulted in increased damage and environmental effects.

Fhe environmental impacts of this extensive cxcavation on wildlife. fish and fish habitat. shoreline
species, and other environmental elements seems {o have been ignored, resulting in significant damage.
that continues.

The effects of the recent weather bomb on Lake Winnipeg south basin shorelines tells us all that
tampering with the aquatic habitat while increasing risk and making decisions in isolation can have
systemic multipliers. Now the need for planning, restoration and a new integrated regime for any
shoreline decisions are unavoidable.

BIODIVERSITY

The Green Spaces Report appended to the EAP shows the huge diversity of wildlife species, which have
been impacted by this development. Identified were: 180 plant species. 19 mammalian species, 83 bird
species. 7 amphibian species. 3 reptilian species.

“The tranquility of the setting [Beaconia Lagoon]. aptly described as “nature’s paradisc’, was
transformed by the construction of the long trench and berm.” concludes the report. Moreover, the fact
that the species inventory was conducted between June 19 and August 19, after the damage [rom the
channel construction was already done means that there is no baseline data from which to compare to.”

Manitoba Wildlands agrees with this report. No attempt was made by any of the three levels of
government to require or provide baseline data before “decision-making”.

Meanitoba Wildlands, 2011
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WETLANDS

The Manitoba Water Council was charged by the Manitoba government to host a series of policy
discussion over the course of Summer 2010. related to public policy for preservation and reconstruction
of Manitoba wetlands, Qur government and the Water Council recognize the value of ecological
services from wetlands in filtering unwanted nutrients and chemicals from water. as well their capacity
lo slow down the runoff of water in times of flooding, spring meit. ete. It seems strange that while we
wait for this policy to be finalized and approved our government turns a blind ¢ye to the destruction of
the Beaconia marsh and wetland. It should be noted that we are not lacking in policy that pertains to this
project. Manitoba's Water Strategy was renewed in 2003. and the Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board's
reports and recommendations. as accepted by the provincial government, are also in place. In short we
have policy 10 safeguard our wetlands and shorelines. Will the government please fulfill these policies?
As addressed above. any after-the-fact approval of this channel would contradict Manitoba government
policy in the “*Manitoba Water Strategy™ and the “Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board Final Report™,

LAKE WINNIPEG

Lake Winnipeg is considered the most cutrophic large lake in the world. Protection and renewal of 1,ake
Winnipeg is a public policy goal in Manitoba. Actions hundred. even thousands, of kilometres away
affect the lake, yet we seem unwilling to protect even the shoreline. wetlands, and marshes in the south
basin of L.ake Winnipeg. Manitoba Wildlands has long advocated for the legal protection of more
designated marshes in our province. and establishment of more protected areas in the natural regions
surrounding the Lake Winnipeg south basin. It should be noted that currently there is a significant gap
in regulatory tools to actually protect crown waters from industrial activity.

MANITOBA WATER STRATEGY — RIPARIAN PROTECTION

(hitp:/www.pov.mb.ca/watersiew ardship/waterstratesv/pdfindex.htm I#Lake%20 Winnin eg)

“The Manitoba government has announced an action plan to begin to achieve the goal of reducing
nudrients in the lake 1o pre- 1970 levels. The plan includes enhanced riparian protection...”

Yet here we are with a channel tha is damaging the riparian system of Beaconia Lagoon.

“Further refine land use planning strategies in partnership with local governments 1o ensure
appropriate development occurs in areay of high flood risk. "

The Beaconnia channel is in an area of high flood risk as evidenced by the August 14-19 2010 storm.
Please also view the photos on ebconservation.ca

“Develop and implement a clear: co-ordinated approach among local organizations. all levels of
government, First Nations and jurisdictions outside of Manitoba to properly assess and manage
drainage issues. "

I'he lack of government coordination underlies the whole problem and current situation with this
project.

Manitoba Wildlands, 20710
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“Policy 2.1 - River; lake, and shoreland habitat and the general environmental, subsistence. and
cconomic values of rivers, lakes and wetlands shall, where possible, be conserved. "

“Policy 2.2 - Soil conservation, wetland retention, and the application of appropriate lund use practices
shall be promoted primarily by the provision of incentives. bu with regulation where required. not only
as essential elements of water conservation and protection, but also as key measures (o reduce siltation

impacts, dovwnstream flooding, and non-point source pollution.”

“Policy 5.1 - Development on land subject 1o flooding or other water related hazards shall occur only
under planning guidelines which prevent human suffering and property damage, limit public costs and
liabilities, and address environmental impacts”

“Policy 5.3 - The negative impacts of changes to water level and flow regimes caused by hydro-electric
development projects shall be mitigated (o the extent possible.

LAKE WINNIPEG STEWARDSHIP BOARD FINAL REPORT
The Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board Report made flumerous recommendations, including:

“12.1 The Provinee of Manitoba and municipalities should establish an in egrated land and water
resource planning process that is environmentally conscientious, and ensures planned and orderly
growth with respect to land drainage and sewer and water services., "

(2.7 The Province of Manitoba should consider establishing regulations, such as minimum set-back
distances from shorelines for new developments, 1o prevent significant disturbances which would resulr
i increased erosion along lakes and waterways. "

*Note: even forestry riparian standards are 100m or more, but this channel is roughly 30m from the
shoreline depending on the water level.
(Forestry [ink:_.‘um:.-'}"'w\-vw.s;nv.mh,cux'cnnscrvmi(m.-’.-"nrcﬁtrv_fndf}'nructiccsx"rinnrian memt final sept2009 .pdf)

CONCLUSION
Clearly the Manitoba government is liable here in that the recommendations accepted by the
government, and forming public policy relevant for this project, are simply being ignored,

We understand that Manitoba Conservation EALB was unaware of the existence of the Rettie Boat
Access project. and we recognize that certain of the policy issues identified in our submission are
outside of the scope of EALB, What is lacking of course is a Manitoba Water Stewardship review
process, or clear combined departmental responsibilities and procedures for a development request of
this sort. That said government departments do not operate in a bubble. As the Rettie Boat Access
scenario shows, when intra and inter-government communication and policy integration is inadequate it
makes the jobs of government employees more difficult, and it the health of Manitoba’s ecosystem
which primarily suffers.

Manitoba Wildlands urges Manitoba Conservation nor 10 license this project, and 10 issye and order for
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remediation and restoration of the lagoon. We also urge the department to assemble an internal
departmental mechanism so there are no turther instances of this sort. In particular a review of the any
other municipal requests for permits that could affect crown land and walers 1$ needed immediately.
Municipalities do not have jurisdiction over crown lands. So itis clear this situation points 1o the other
risks to crown shorelines, marshes. wetlands and waters,

We have the opportunity to indicate our support for review comments (among many) received by the

EALB from:

°  Wayne Larstone

*  Vikki Burns (Coordinator. Foundations in the Lake Winnipeg Watershed Initiative. Community
Foundations of Canada)

*  Chris Davis

° David and Candy Crabb

In particular the Eastern Beaches Conservation Coalition members are to be commended for their
technical work and advocacy. They clearly understand this motorized watercraft channel should not
have happened. Manitoba Wildlands supports their goals and concerns,

Regards.

Gaile Whelan Enns

Owner. Manitoba Wildlands

Ce: Bruce Webb. EALRB

Manitoba Wildlands, 2010
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November 20, 2010

Environmental Assessment & Licensing Branch
Manitoba Conservation

123 Main Street, Suite 160

Winnipeg MB R3C 1AS

Fax:  (204) 945-5229

Email: Bruce.Webb@gov.mb.c

Dear Bruce Webb:

Re: File 5486.00 - Rettie Boat Access

Having worked with you and many of your staff on the Gull Lake Water Basin Management
Board, I am writing to EXpress my grave concern regarding the Environmental Assessment
Proposal Report. 1am totally against this proposal for the following reasons:

® There was no consultation with the area residents who would be directly affected, a lack
of communication between the Selkirk and Area District Planning Department and DFO,

® The plan originally submitted by Mr. Rettie should never have been considered in the
first place. He was fully aware that he did not have the necessary permits and approvals
but still went ahead with this project even though he did not have confirmation of the
property line and the required 90" setback from the ordinary high water mark and no
feasibility study (which is unheard of for a project of this magnitude),

® Mr. Rettie did not divulge the full extent of his project and the resulting impact on the
wildlife and the environment.

Because of your assistance and chcouragement we were able to bring Gull Lake back to its
former state and are to this day enjoying swimming, boating and fishing in a beautiful, clear lake
that has an ecoli level of 1.

As a resident of Gull Lake who has taken environmental concerns for water and the ecological
health of our area seriously for many years now I would like to make the following comments. As
you know, I was a founding member of the group that established the aeration system in Gull
Lake. We brought in one of the first Municipal Bylaws for private sewage systems to try and save
Gull Lake from becoming a dead marsh and sewage pit. It took a lot of work on a continuous
basis with many officials from Conservation including you to be successful. We have now finally
reached a point where the lake has reached a state of health again.

After decades of work to accomplish all that, I am disappointed that our recently formed Water
Stewardship Department, and DFO sit back and allow an illegal canal to destroy over 2000 feet of
Beaconia Marsh. We rely on the various government departments to properly manage and
oversee project of this magnitude, yet nothing was done to stop this rogue from wilfully
destroying a Crown Marsh.

discovered. Is there no policy that has been written to deal with people who want to sidestep the
proper procedures? We hear about people not being able to move a rock on the shoreline, and yet



this man Rettie digs up 2000 feet of marsh he does not own? What excuse is there for the
Provincial Government allowing work to be completed on this?

Farmers cannot dig a cut in their land without a permit. Farmers go through all sorts of hoops
even when they are nowhere near water, and this professional land developer runs rampant and
we just sit back and let him do what he wants. He does not even live in Manitoba. A quick look
on the web shows that he has been developing around water for years. He obviously knows the
laws, and how to flaunt them. He suckered Manitoba good!

The years of hard work, cooperation and communication with Conservation, the municipalities
and our associations, have paid off for Gull Lake. It was such a shame to witness the horrible blue
green explosion on Lake Winnipeg this summer. Clearly we need to do everything we possibly
can to support and protect these wetlands and marshes. To allow a 2000 foot canal and to tear up
a marsh for Mr. Rettie’s two boats, to allow the pollution and destruction of a marsh completely
escapes all common sense and logic. There is nothing in Rettie’s submission to support the need
for this canal.

It is ridiculous to suggest that we let him have a marina in there because we allowed Siglavik and
Hillside Marina. Should we not learn from our mistakes?? We did not know as much then as we
do now. We did not have the rules and regulations that are now in place. We should know better

than to allow anyone to use a weak excuse like that.

It would be totally irresponsible for Conservation to issue any kind of license for something that
would result in the wanton destruction of a beautiful marsh. This is obviously a scam. Only the
developer will benefit. The buyers will lose, the marsh loses and the community is left with a
non-functional eyesore that will plague the area with problems forever, not to mention the
negative impact on the health of Lake Winnipeg. The issues we presently face concerning Lake
Winnipeg will only be compounded if we allow this project to continue. It is Mr. Rettie’s
responsibility to repair the damage he has created.

The St. Clements Council publicly supported this travesty — shame on them. They claim they are
Lake Friendly, but this proves otherwise. I see development dollars and an ecological disaster not
only here, but also at Sunset Beach . What about the developments in the Grand Marais Marsh ?
St. Clements is promoting these project and are in fact one of the developers building on a flood
plain. The same kind of unstable land that Rettie owns, with dozens of acres of land below flood
stage and much further inland than the boat canal. A third of his land was affected by flooding in
the last storm in October. It will happen many more times yet.

Please stop these projects and let the marsh be restored by having the perpetrator cover the
expenses. Let’s protect the wildlife, preserve the lake, preserve the marshes and make Beaconia
Beach a place that people will enjoy for decades to come.

Yours truly

Marc Brunet

45 Sadler Avenue
Winnipeg, MB R2M 1N6
and Lot 60 Gull Lake, MB



