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Executive Summary 
The report presents the results of the evaluation of the relevance and performance of the 
Water Resource Management and Use (WRMU) program conducted by Environment 
Canada’s (EC) Audit and Evaluation Branch between June 2013 and July 2014. 

The program is co-led by the Meteorological Service of Canada (MSC) and EC’s West 
and North Region, with participation from a number of other branches within the 
Department. The focus of this program is on activities that support ongoing water 
management through EC’s roles in domestic interprovincial/territorial and international 
water management boards. These boards provide integrated decision making for the 
management of inter-jurisdictional waters and are aimed at protecting ecosystems and 
the health, property and economic well-being of citizens. The program also includes a 
small level of activity for the review of licence applications and exception notifications 
under the International River Improvements Act (IRIA), including contributing to 
environmental assessments and participating in certain region-specific water 
management-related activities.   

The evaluation examined the five-year timeframe from 2009-2010 to 2013-2014, and its 
focus was limited to those activities which were still being undertaken by the program as 
of 2013-2014.1 As such, the primary focus of the evaluation is on EC’s activities related 
to the water management boards and its work in support of the IRIA. Environment 
Canada resources dedicated to this program were approximately $3.3M in 2013-14, or 
approximately 0.3% of the Department’s direct program spending.   

Methodologies used in the evaluation were a document review, key informant interviews 
with internal and external stakeholders (31 interviews in total), and an online survey of 
external water management board members and International Joint Commission (IJC) 
board advisors. 

Relevance 
The Department’s activities in the WRMU program address a continued need for the 
management of watersheds across inter-jurisdictional boundaries to support the 
protection of ecosystems, provide protection from flooding and drought, and support 
economic activities.   

Environment Canada’s involvement in the water management boards and administration 
of the IRIA supports federal legislation and is consistent with federal roles and 
responsibilities. Further, the work of the WRMU program supports commitments outlined 
in various agreements pertaining to both the domestic and IJC water management 
boards and the Department’s work related to administering the IRIA.  

The program is consistent with federal priorities related to the environment, public safety 
and the economy, and it aligns with departmental strategic outcomes.  

                                            
1 Former program activities scoped out of the current evaluation included: activities aimed at the promotion 
of water conservation and demand, which were discontinued in 2012-13; Grants and Contributions 
associated with the Lake Winnipeg Fund, which were transferred to another program in 2011-12; and the 
United Nations Environmental Programme’s Global Environmental Monitoring Systems (UNEP GEMS) 
contribution agreement, which terminated at the end of 2013-2014. 
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Achievement of Intended Outcomes 
Documentary and qualitative evidence suggests that the program is achieving direct 
outcomes related to: meeting commitments and legal obligations for inter-jurisdictional 
water resource management; ensuring water resource decision-makers have the 
information they need to make shared resource decisions; and supporting cooperative 
and integrated approaches with other governments and water managers for sustainable 
water management.  

The provision of information and expertise was identified as a particular strength of the 
program, with external stakeholders providing very positive ratings regarding the quality 
of technical information provided by EC and the advice and participation of EC 
board/committee members in support of decision making. 

Furthermore, quality information is being used to a very high degree in the water 
management board’s consensus-based decision making, and collaboration and trust 
among water resource decision-makers across different jurisdictions is reported to be 
high according to both EC and external stakeholders. 

Appropriate progress is also being made toward the long-term outcomes related to 
effective management of Canada’s water resources to: i) protect ecosystems; ii) protect 
the health and property of citizens; and iii) support economic activities. In particular, the 
protection of health and property of citizens (especially through the various boards’ 
efforts in the prevention and communication of the extent and duration of floods and 
droughts) was considered by interviewed and surveyed stakeholders as the most 
successful of the three elements of the final outcome. Examples of support for economic 
activities include the boards’ contribution to the effective functioning of hydroelectric 
power generation, tourism, and commercial water navigation. 

Feedback from external stakeholders regarding the Department’s performance in 
support of the water management boards was very positive. When asked to indicate 
their overall level of satisfaction with EC’s involvement in the water management 
boards/committees over the past year, stakeholders provided a mean rating of 8 out of 
10. 

Efficiency and Economy 
A network of EC staff participates in the work of the various water management boards 
on a part-time basis. This contributes to efficient delivery, as this approach consumes 
only as many resources as are needed, allows an individual to perform multiple functions 
within the Department, and ensures that the individual with the most appropriate 
expertise is engaged. Although individual board-level activities are being conducted 
efficiently, delivery of the program is dispersed, and there are opportunities to improve 
the overall efficiency through greater coordination, consistency and collaboration among 
the various water management boards.    

Those involved in the work of the water management boards generally feel that EC’s 
roles and responsibilities are clear and well understood, and a recent memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) signed between EC and the IJC provides additional clarity 
regarding expectations. It is felt, however, that EC’s involvement in the boards, including 
EC roles and obligations, is not as clearly understood throughout the Department or by 
senior management, which may contribute to inefficiencies. 

A majority of EC program representatives and management serving on boards feel the 
governance mechanisms for the WRMU program are unclear. Although there are two 
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DG-level committees that address components of EC’s work related to water 
management, there is no forum to coordinate EC’s work across the various water 
management boards. MSC’s recent reorganization, which consolidates the management 
of a number of board secretariats under one director, is viewed as a positive move in this 
direction, as it establishes a structure to support coordination and collaboration within 
the program. It does not, however, address all of the program’s board-related activities.  

Resources for EC’s participation in the water management boards are generally viewed 
as “lean” but adequate, although challenges were identified in supporting boards 
managed by staff in the West and North Region and in addressing requests for 
additional technical/scientific studies. The various MOUs which describe EC’s 
involvement in the water management boards serve to protect the Department from the 
potential of board decisions impacting EC operational budgets.  

A performance measurement strategy does not currently exist for the WRMU program, 
and while there is reporting at the individual board level, very little performance data 
specific to EC’s activities in this area is collected or reported. The development of the 
first Environment Canada IJC MOU Annual Report does, however, provide a brief 
synthesis of key achievements under each Annex to the MOU, including a summary of 
financial expenditures and resources provided by EC in support of IJC activities. 

 
Recommendations 
Recommendation 1:  Review the current governance and management of the WRMU 
program, and consider the introduction of mechanisms to increase information sharing, 
consistency and collaboration across the program. 
 
Recommendation 2:  Develop and implement a performance measurement strategy to 
support effective management and reporting on the results of the WRMU program.  
 
 
Management Response 
As the senior departmental officials responsible for the management of the WRMU 
program, the Assistant Deputy Minister (ADM) of the MSC and the Regional Director 
General (RDG), West and North, agree with the recommendations and have developed 
a management response that appropriately addresses both of the recommendations.  
 
The full management response can be found in Section 6 of the report.
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1. Introduction  
This document presents the findings of an evaluation of Environment Canada’s (EC) 
Water Resource Management and Use (WRMU) program (sub-program 1.2.2 in the 
Department’s Program Alignment Architecture), conducted between June 2013 and July 
2014 by EC’s Audit and Evaluation Branch.  

The evaluation report is organized as follows: Section 2 provides a background 
description of the WRMU program, including key activities, governance structure and 
expected results. Section 3 presents the evaluation design, including the purpose and 
scope of the evaluation, the methodological approach and the limitations of the 
evaluation. Section 4 provides the findings and conclusions of the evaluation, and 
Section 5 presents the conclusions. The recommendations and management response 
are provided in Section 6. 

2. Background  

2.1 Program Overview 
The WRMU program aims to support the efficient management and use of water 
resources under the Canada Water Act and the 1987 Federal Water Policy. It also 
addresses Canada’s obligations to the International Joint Commission (IJC), an 
organization with responsibilities for regulating shared water uses and addressing 
transboundary issues in waters shared between Canada and the United States.2 As part 
of its work within this program, EC provides leadership, information and expertise to 
support water management decisions. 

The focus and activities of this program changed significantly in 2012-2013 as a result of 
measures introduced to respond to Budget 2012 decisions.3 Previously under 
Environmental Stewardship Branch (ESB) leadership, the program had a strong 
emphasis on activities related to promoting water conservation and compiling 
information on water use, conservation, and efficiency for municipalities, key economic 
sectors and the Canadian public. As of 2012-2013, these activities are no longer 
conducted by EC. 

Leadership for this program is now jointly shared by the MSC and the RDG, West and 
North. The current focus of this program is on activities supporting ongoing water 
management through EC’s roles with the international and interprovincial/territorial water 
management boards.4 The boards were established to provide integrated decision 
making for the management of inter-jurisdictional waters aimed at protecting ecosystems 
and the health, property and economic well-being of citizens. Mandates vary by board, 
but focus primarily on water levels and flows, particularly as they relate to balancing a 
variety of interests and managing under extreme conditions such as flood and drought. 
Issues of water quality are also addressed.  

                                            
2 The IJC was created by the Boundary Waters Treaty, signed by Canada and the US in 1909 to prevent 
and resolve boundary water disputes between the two countries. 
3 Additionally, the provision of direct funding and in-kind support to the United Nations Environment 
Programme’s Global Environmental Monitoring Systems Water Programme (UNEP GEMS/Water) was also 
previously part of this program. As of the end of 2013-2014, when the Department’s obligations relative to its 
current contribution agreement were completed, EC is no longer responsible for these activities. 
4 A description of each water board is included in Annex 4. 
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Other smaller areas of activity contained within this program include: 
 Activities related to administration of the International River Improvements Act 

(IRIA). This work was previously managed by ESB but responsibility now resides 
with the MSC. 

 Region-specific water management related activities (described in section 2.2). 

The WRMU program has very close linkages with the Hydrological Service and Water 
Survey Program (sub-program 1.2.3), which serves as a critical resource for the WRMU 
program by informing the decisions made by the water management boards. To a lesser 
degree, the program also has linkages with the Water Quality and Aquatic Ecosystems 
Health Program (sub-program 1.2.1), which also provides information on water quality 
that supports the boards. 

2.2 Activities 
Water Management Board Activities 
The activities of this program contribute to both domestic (i.e., inter-provincial/territorial) 
and international water management boards and their associated task forces or 
committees.  

EC provides support to four domestic inter-provincial water management boards, which 
cover an area of approximately 3.2 million km2, or about one-third of Canada’s land 
mass.5 In addition, EC provides support to approximately 17 international (Canada-US) 
water management boards. For the most part, these international boards were 
established by the IJC. A listing of the boards, along with a brief description, can be 
found in Annex 4. 

EC participation in the domestic and international water management boards varies by 
board. Key roles include:  

 participating on boards, committees and task forces, including in the role of chair 
or co-chair; 

 providing water quantity, water quality, meteorological, climatological and other 
environmental expertise and data;6 

 providing engineering and scientific expertise, knowledge, tools and programs to 
contribute to special studies; 

 hosting and providing management of board secretariats, including both i) 
technical support (e.g., calculating water levels and flow as required for 
monitoring compliance with IJC orders or apportionment agreements between 
provinces; conducting technical and scientific analyses to provide direction to 
board members on regulation activities; preparing reports on water management 
issues; drafting responses to questions from the public); and ii) administrative 
support (e.g., organizing board meetings; maintaining correspondence, minutes 
and records of decisions; liaising with advisors; managing website content).  

                                            
5 EC. September 6, 2013. Environment Canada’s Role in Inter-provincial Water Management Boards, 
Internal document. p.3. 
6 The provision of water quality and quantity information to the boards is an example of the linkage with 
other EC programs, since, in most instances, the collection of data used to support board decision making is 
an activity performed by the Water Quality and Aquatic Ecosystems Health (1.2.1) and Hydrological Service 
and Water Survey (1.2.3) programs. 
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International River Improvements Act (IRIA) Activities  
The WRMU Program also conducts activities related to the administration of the IRIA.7 
The goal of the IRIA is to ensure that development and use of Canada’s water resources 
in international river basins is in the best national interest. The IRIA states that no person 
shall construct, operate or maintain an “international river improvement” unless they hold 
a valid licence under the Act.  International river improvements may include dams, 
obstructions, canals, reservoirs, pipelines or other works which might alter the natural 
flow of an international river and interfere with the use of the river outside Canada.8 

Activities conducted by the WRMU program to administer this Act include overseeing 
and reviewing licence applications and exception notifications and publishing an annual 
report. As part of these reviews, the program conducts hydro-technical assessments of 
surface water quantity issues to inform water management and use. In addition, IRIA 
program expertise in hydrological and hydraulic studies is used to meet Section 20 
obligations under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAA, 2012) for 
projects proposed on non-international rivers in areas of federal interest.9   
 

Other Regional Water Management Activities  
In addition, the program may contribute to other regional activities related to water 
management as required. Examples include contributing to the Columbia River Treaty 
Review process,10 participation in federal-provincial activities examining water 
availability, use and ecological requirements within the Great Lakes Basin in Ontario, 
and RDG West and North engagement with British Columbia on changes to the 
province’s water laws to ensure alignment with relevant federal roles and 
responsibilities. 

 

2.3 Governance and Management  
EC Governance and Organization  
A significant portion of the program’s activities reside in the organizations of the two co-
leads (DG Weather and Environmental Monitoring, MSC and RDG West and North). 
There are, however, a number of other branches which also conduct activities under this 
program, as described in Table 1.  

 

 

 

 

                                            
7 In 2013-2014, these activities were transferred from ESB to MSC.  Given that most IRIA licences apply to 
western regions, there is collaboration between the National Capital Region and RDG Office West and North 
on licence application and licence renewal issues. 
8 International River Improvements Act. http://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/I-20/page-1.html. 
9 These activities were previously carried out in ESB; however, they were moved to MSC in 2013-14.   
10 This process is being led by the British Columbia government. Either Canada or the US can unilaterally 
terminate most of the provisions of the Columbia River Treaty any time after September 16, 2024, providing 
at least 10 years’ notice is given. As a result, government agencies in both Canada and the US have begun 
examining future Columbia River Treaty options. http://blog.gov.bc.ca/columbiarivertreaty/about/. 
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Table 1: EC Branch Involvement in the WRMU Program 

EC Organization11 Responsibilities 

Meteorological Service of Canada 
(Weather and Environmental 
Monitoring; Weather and 
Environmental Operations) 

 Co-lead for WRMU program 
 Participation on various domestic and international water 

management boards and/or committees 
 Secretariat function for the two eastern domestic boards12 and 

numerous international boards 
 IRIA activities 

Regional Director General (RDG) 
West and North 

 Co-lead for WRMU program 
 Participation on various domestic and international water 

management boards and/or committees 
 Secretariat function for two western domestic boards13 and several 

international boards 
 Coordination and/or representation for other regional water 

management issues 
RDG Ontario, RDG Atlantic and 
Quebec 

 Participation on various water management boards and/or 
committees 

Science and Technology (S&T) 
Branch 

 Participation on various water management boards and/or 
committees  

International Affairs Branch (IAB)  Provision of policy and governance related to managing the 
Department’s relationship with the IJC (e.g., managing the EC-IJC 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), central coordination of 
requests and appointments, monitoring progress on projects) 

 Coordination of Order in Council appointments to non-IJC boards 
 Leadership and coordination of EC’s input for amendments to the 

IRIA under Bill C-383 
Environmental Stewardship 
Branch (Legislative and 
Regulatory Affairs) 

 Preparation and tabling of the annual reports, with input from MSC 
for the IRIA report, and the domestic board secretariats for the 
Canada Water Act report 

 
Effective April 1, 2014, as part of a broader branch-wide reorganization, the MSC 
consolidated all boards previously managed within MSC (approximately 12) into one 
directorate.14  

Two DG-level committees address issues that fall within the program’s scope. 
 Water Availability Committee (WAC): The two co-leads of the WRMU program 

(DG Weather and Environmental Monitoring, MSC and RDG West and North) are 
also co-leads on the WAC, a DG-level committee established in 2010 to facilitate 
information sharing and coordination of the Department’s overall water portfolio.  

 IJC DG Committee: This committee is chaired by the DG, Americas Directorate, 
IAB, and coordinates activities across the various organizations involved in work 
for IJC and international transboundary water issues.  
 

                                            
11 The RDG offices included in this table are part of the Strategic Policy Branch. 
12 Lake of the Woods Control Board (LWCB) and the Ottawa River Regulation Planning Board (ORRPB). 
13 Prairie Provinces Water Board (PPWB) and the Mackenzie River Basin Board (MRBB). 
14 This consolidation includes two of the four domestic boards (LWCB and ORRPB), and a significant 
number of the IJC boards. The boards that continue to be managed by the regions include: two western 
domestic boards: PPWB, MRRB; and the following IJC Boards: International Red River Board, International 
Souris River Board, International Osoyoos Lake Board of Control, International Kootenay Lake Board of 
Control, International Columbia River Board of Control, International St. Croix River Watershed Board, and 
the Poplar River Bilateral Monitoring Committee. 
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IJC and Board Governance 
The IJC is an independent bi-national institution. Canada and the US each appoint three 
commissioners to the IJC, including one chair from each country. Commissioners are 
appointed by the highest level of government in each country; once appointed they 
operate at arm's length and do not represent their governments.15 In April 2013, an MOU 
was signed between EC and the IJC to provide additional clarity regarding the nature of 
the services and level of support provided by EC to the IJC.16 The MOU includes three 
annexes addressing the detailed expectations pertaining to staffing, functions, 
monitoring requirements and special projects for the various boards/committees/task 
forces in each of the Canada-US water basins. 

Additionally, all domestic and international water management boards have their own 
unique governance structure, with representation from all relevant jurisdictions. Board 
decision making attempts to consider and balance all interests in the relevant water 
basin. As previously noted, in many instances, the role of chair or co-chair for these 
boards is an activity performed by EC as a responsibility of the WRMU program.   

 

2.4 Resources 
Tables 2 and 3 present WRMU program resources as tracked in EC’s financial system 
for the five-year study period. The figures reflect changes to the program including: the 
discontinuation in 2012-2013 of ESB’s water conservation activities; transfer of the Lake 
Winnipeg G&C program (managed by RDG) out of the program in 2010-2011; and the 
transfer of certain responsibilities from ESB to MSC. The IAB and S&T Branch resources 
shown pertain to EC’s hosting of the UNEP GEMS/Water program.  As such, the 2013-
2014 expenditures for the ongoing activities of the WRMU program addressed by this 
evaluation are estimated at approximately $3.3 million, including cost recovered funds, 
with an approximate allocation of two-thirds from MSC and one-third from RDG.17  

Vote netted revenue (VNR) represents the portion of expenditures that are cost 
recovered by the program from the IJC or other jurisdictions, primarily to cover expenses 
associated with the provision of secretariat services. Likewise, Specified Purpose 
Account (SPA) revenues reflect funds received from other jurisdictions to cover the cost 
recovered for domestic boards in RDG West and North.18 

 

 

 

 

                                            
15 http://www.ijc.org/en_/About_the_IJC. 
16 EC, IJC. April 2013. Memorandum of Understanding Respecting the Provision of Engineering, Scientific 
Expertise and Other Services by Environment Canada to the International Joint Commission. 
17 EC’s financial system does not track staff from MSC, RDG, and S&T Branch who perform roles with the 
water management boards on a part-time basis (e.g., as chair, board members, or technical advisors), 
whose primary functional responsibilities lie outside this program. Nor do they reflect salaries for IAB staff 
involved in managing the relationship with the IJC. In total, these resources are only estimated to represent 
approximately 2 additional FTEs.   
18 Finance Branch has indicated that the use of both VNR and SPA is appropriate for cost-recovered funds 
depending on the circumstance. 
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Table 2: Water Resource Management and Use Expenditures 2009-2010 to 2013-2014 

ALL 
BRANCHES 

2009-2010 
Actual 

2010-2011
Actual 

2011-2012
Actual 

2012-2013
Actual 

2013-2014 
Actual 

Total 

FTE 54.65 56.37 44.96 37.96 35.85 

Salary $4,117,634 $4,488,874 $3,546,897 $2,705,740 $2,497,705 $17,356,850

O&M $788,009 $702,290 $616,210 $355,496 $324,913 $2,786,918

G&C $1,093,3181 $520,900 $355,000 $404,698 $520,0002 $20,143,768

Total $5,998,961 $5,712,064 $4,518,107 $3,465,934 $3,342,618 $23,037,684

VNR Salary $138,623 $118,893 $92,558 $161,218 $425,254 $936,546

VNR O&M $546,739 $619,387 $522,346 $155,131 $171,198 $2,014,801

Total VNR $685,362 $738,280 $614,904 $316,349 $596,452 $2,951,347

Total SPA $471,728 $490,671 $353,322 $624,744 $510,738 $2,451,203
Grand Total $7,156,051 $6,941,015 $5,486,333 $4,407,027 $4,449,808 $28,440,234

Source:  FTE information extracted by EC Corporate Finance from EC’s Salary Management System.  Other data 
extracted by EC Corporate Finance from EC’s financial system. 
1. Includes G&C amounts of $583,318 pertaining to Lake Winnipeg, which is no longer part of this program. 
2. In addition to $500,000 for the UNEP GEMS G&C, also includes a $20,000 G&C from MSC, which falls under the 

umbrella terms and conditions for “Water Resources.” 
 

Table 3: Distribution of Water Resource Management and Use Expenditures by Branch – 
2009-2010 to 2013-2014 

BRANCH 
2009-2010 

Actual 
2010-2011

Actual 
2011-2012

Actual 
2012-2013

Actual 
2013-2014 

Actual  
Total 

MSC $1,520,255 $1,514,891 $1,438,250 $1,913,847 $2,206,509 $8,593,752

RDG $2,071,531 $1,400,594 $1,062,205 $1,312,280 $1,118,813 $4,514,222

ESB $2,463,991 $2,350,997 $1,971,863 $161,657 $13,138 $13,107,974

S&T2 $560,984 $1,172,993 $577,815 $614,545 $611,348 $3,537,685

IAB3 $500,000 $500,000 $355,000 $404,698 $500,000 $2,259,698
Other $39,288 $1,540 $81,200 $0 $0 $122,028
Grand Total  $7,156,051 $6,941,015 $5,486,333 $4,407,027 $4,449,808 $28,440,234

Source:  FTE information extracted by EC Corporate Finance from EC’s Salary Management System.  Other data 
extracted by EC Corporate Finance from EC’s financial system. 
1. Includes G&C amounts of $583,318 pertaining to Lake Winnipeg, which is no longer part of this program. 
2. S&T expenditures reflect work associated with UNEP GEMS. 
3. IAB expenditures represent the UNEP GEMS G&C.   

 

2.5 Program Logic Model 
There is no approved logic model associated with this program. A draft logic model was 
developed for the purpose of the evaluation, based on a review of documentation and 
discussions with program staff and evaluation committee members. The draft logic 
model was reviewed with the co-leads for the program as part of a review of the 
evaluation plan and deemed to be an accurate representation of the program for the 
purpose of the evaluation.   

The draft logic model can be found in Annex 1. The expected outcomes from the draft 
logic model are presented below. These outcomes were used in the evaluation for the 
assessment of performance.  
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Short-term outcomes 
 Canada’s commitments and legal obligations related to its legislative and operational 

mandates for the inter-jurisdictional water resource management boards are met.    
 Water resource decision-makers19 have the information they need to make shared 

resource decisions. 
 Mechanisms are in place to support cooperative and integrated approaches with 

other governments and water managers for sustainable water management. 
 

Intermediate outcome 
 Water resource decision-makers use information to make decisions in a collaborative 

manner to reduce risks in inter-jurisdictional waters. 
 

Final outcome 
 Canada’s water resources are conserved and effectively managed to: i) protect 

ecosystems; ii) protect the health and property of citizens; and iii) support economic 
activities. 

3. Evaluation Design  

3.1 Purpose and Scope 
The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the relevance and performance of the 
WRMU program. The evaluation is identified in the 2013 Risk-based Audit and 
Evaluation Plan, which was approved by the Deputy Minister. The evaluation was 
conducted to meet the 2009 Treasury Board Policy on Evaluation requirement that all 
direct program spending, excluding grants and contributions, be evaluated every five 
years.20  

The evaluation covers the five-year timeframe from 2009-2010 to 2013-2014; however, it 
excludes from consideration any activities which were no longer supported as of 2013-
2014. The following activities were scoped out of the evaluation: 

 Activities previously conducted by ESB with regard to the promotion of water 
conservation demand management, which were discontinued in 2012-2013;  

 EC’s hosting and support of UNEP GEMS/Water, as this activity terminated at 
the end of 2013-2014 and there was no requirement identified on the part of 
management for a “lessons learned” assessment of this work; and 

 G&Cs that have been re-aligned to a different program (e.g., Lake Winnipeg 
Fund). 

The primary focus of the evaluation is on EC’s activities related to the water 
management boards. It should be noted that this is not an evaluation of the water 
management boards themselves. However, in those instances when it is not possible to 
separate the activities of EC from the work of the boards to which it contributes, the 
performance of the boards is also examined, as appropriate.   

The evaluation also includes a limited assessment of EC’s activities related to the IRIA. 

                                            
19 For the evaluation, water resource decision-maker refers to board members and IJC representatives for 
the water management boards/committees. 
20 Given scoping reductions, the evaluation was not required to address the Financial Administration Act 
section 42.1 obligations since G&C funding which had been identified within this program is either not 
ongoing (UNEP GEMS), or will be evaluated within the context of another program (e.g., Lake Winnipeg). 
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This limited focus on IRIA activities was deemed appropriate given the low materiality of 
EC’s work in this area21 and the regular oversight and accountability to which this area is 
subject through the preparation of publicly available annual reports.   

3.2 Evaluation Approach and Methodology 
The methodological approach and level of effort for this evaluation were determined 
using a risk-based approach. The following data collection methodologies were 
developed to adequately address the evaluation issues and questions. Evidence 
gathered was then analyzed to develop overall findings and conclusions.22 
 
 Document Review 
 On-line Survey of External Water Board Members and IJC Board Advisors  

o Data was collected between March 17 and April 4, 2014. 
o Survey invitations were sent to 130 non-EC stakeholders; 51 stakeholders 

completed the survey, for a response rate of 39.2%.  
o Several of the 51 respondents responded regarding more than one water 

management board and, as a result, 91 detailed board-specific responses 
were received. 

 Key Informant Interviews  
o In-depth interviews were conducted with 31 key informants, including 20 

internal stakeholders (EC senior management and program managers) and 11 
external stakeholders (non-EC board members and IJC representatives). 

A more detailed description of the methodologies can be found in Annex 2.   

3.3 Limitations  
The individual water management boards include both domestic and international 
boards and vary in terms of their specific mandates and issues. Additionally, almost 
every branch in the Department is involved in delivery of the activities of this program, 
and EC’s roles and commitments also vary by board. This posed a challenge for the 
conduct of the evaluation in terms of ensuring that all relevant perspectives and contexts 
were considered, while still providing an appropriate overall assessment of the program.  

In order to address this challenge and minimize any associated limitations this might 
introduce, the evaluation committee that was formed to provide guidance for the 
evaluation included individuals representing a cross-section of organizational groups, 
boards, and roles. This diversity was also taken into consideration in the data collection 
when determining samples for the key informant interviews and the survey. Finally, the 
report distinguishes between the various contexts where appropriate, while attempting to 
present a more generalized assessment. 

 

                                            
21 IRIA annual resources are estimated at approximately 2 FTEs from the NCR and 0.2 FTE from the 
regions.  
22 Data collection instruments for each methodology are contained in a Data Collection Instruments technical appendix, 
under separate cover. 
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4. Findings 
This section presents the findings of this evaluation by evaluation issue (relevance and 
performance) and by the related evaluation questions.  

For each evaluation question, a rating is provided based on a judgment of the evaluation 
findings. The rating statements and their significance are outlined below in Table 4. A 
summary of ratings for the evaluation issues and questions is presented in Annex 3.  

Table 4. Definitions of Standard Rating Statements 

Statement Definition 

Acceptable 
The program has demonstrated that it has met the expectations with 
respect to the issue area. 

Opportunity for 
Improvement  

The program has demonstrated that it has made adequate progress 
to meet the expectations with respect to the issue area, but continued 
improvement can still be made. 

Attention Required 
The program has not demonstrated that it has made progress to meet 
the expectations with respect to the issue area and attention is 
needed on a priority basis. 

Not Applicable A rating is not applicable. 

4.1 Relevance 
4.1.1 Continued Need for the Program 
 

Evaluation Issue: Relevance Rating 
1. Is there a continued need for the program? Acceptable 

 

Involvement in the WRMU program addresses a continued need for the federal 
government, and EC in particular, to play a role in water resource management to 
support the protection of ecosystems, provide protection from flooding and 
drought, and support economic activities. The program also addresses the need 
for management of watersheds across inter-jurisdictional boundaries.   

 Evaluation findings support a continued need for water information and water 
management stemming from a variety of environmental, safety (e.g., protection of 
health and property), and economic needs. For example,  

o the environmental need to maintain adequate stream flow in rivers to support 
aquatic ecosystems and fish populations;23    

o the need for protection from flooding and drought; and 
o needs linked with population increases, seaway traffic and commercial 

impacts of water level decisions. 

 According to the Canadian Water Resources Association, “[s]ignificant floods in all 
parts of Canada have affected tens of thousands of people and result in billions of 
dollars of damage and lost economic productivity.”24    

                                            
23 Canadian Water Resources Association.  December 2012. Canada Wide Hydrometric Program: Federal 
Responsibilities and Interest, p. 6. 
24 Canadian Water Resources Association.  December 2012. Canada Wide Hydrometric Program: Federal 
Responsibilities and Interest, p. 6. 
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 EC’s support to the water management boards also addresses the need for 
management of watersheds across inter-jurisdictional boundaries, including support 
for the avoidance of water use conflicts. According to the Canadian Water Resources 
Association, “Canada’s freshwater resource is under pressure due to growing 
domestic and cross-border demands for economic growth.”25  IRIA-related work is 
also intended to facilitate dispute resolution as needed between jurisdictions to 
manage potential water conflicts. 

 Finally, the clients of the water management boards clearly identified the need for 
EC’s involvement, with 96% of survey respondents somewhat or strongly agreeing 
that EC performs a necessary role in support of water resource management. In 
open-ended comments to the survey, external stakeholders stated that the work of 
the boards could not proceed without the excellent support of EC, that EC is pivotal 
to the success of these boards, and that the support of EC is vital. 

 

4.1.2 Alignment with Federal Government Priorities 
 

Evaluation Issue: Relevance Rating 
2. Is the program aligned with federal government priorities? Acceptable 

 

The WRMU program is consistent with federal priorities related to the 
environment, public safety and the economy and aligns with departmental 
strategic outcomes.  

 The work of this program aligns with the following departmental strategic outcomes:  
o “Canada’s natural environment is conserved and restored for present and 

future generations.”   
o “Canadians are equipped to make informed decisions on changing weather, 

water and climate conditions.” 

 Findings from the document review and key informant interviews indicate that the 
work of EC in support of the water management boards is consistent with federal 
priorities, such as those related to the economy, public safety, and the 
environment.26  

 Regarding EC’s work related to the IRIA, it was noted that the 2008 Speech from the 
Throne highlighted an increased focus on protecting Canadian water, and brought 
about Bill C-383, the Transboundary Waters Protection Act.27 This included 
amendments to the IRIA to prevent the diversion from Canada to the United States of 
non-transboundary waters via international rivers.    

 While it is clear that the program aligns with federal priorities, some EC program 
representatives noted that there is not a clear set of priorities when it comes to the 
water file in general (within government or within EC). The Federal Water Policy, a 

                                            
25 Canadian Water Resources Association.  December 2012. Canada Wide Hydrometric Program: Federal 
Responsibilities and Interest, p. 6. 
26 Document review findings show that federal priorities related to the economy, public safety and the 
environment are outlined in federal documents such as the 2014 Federal Budget, the 2013 Speech from the 
Throne, the 2013 Federal Budget, and the 2011 Speech from the Throne. 
27 The Transboundary Waters Protection Act was assented to June 19, 2013 (http://laws-
lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/annualstatutes/2013_12/FullText.html).  
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policy document which addresses the management of water resources, was 
released in 1987;28 however, this document has not been updated since that time. 

 
4.1.3 Consistency with Federal Roles and Responsibilities 

 

Evaluation Issue: Relevance Rating 
3. Is the program consistent with federal roles and responsibilities? Acceptable 

EC’s involvement in the water management boards and the IRIA supports federal 
legislation related to water management and is consistent with federal roles and 
responsibilities related to managing watersheds across inter-jurisdictional waters. 
Further, the WRMU program supports commitments outlined in various domestic 
and international agreements.   

 Responsibility for water resources is shared between provincial/territorial 
governments and the federal government. The federal government has responsibility 
for and jurisdiction pertaining to fisheries, navigable waters, federal lands, and 
international transboundary issues, including responsibilities related to the 
management of boundary waters shared with the US and relations with the IJC.29  

 National leadership for water management is assigned to the Minister of the 
Environment in the Department of the Environment Act, and there is alignment 
between the work of EC in support of the water management boards and the Canada 
Water Act, which has provisions for formal consultation and agreements with the 
provinces. There is also alignment with the overall objective of the 1987 Federal 
Water Policy “to encourage the use of freshwater in an efficient and equitable 
manner” and its water management-related goal “[t]o promote the wise and efficient 
management and use of water.”30   

 The WRMU program aligns with commitments outlined in a number of domestic 
and/or international governmental agreements to provide leadership, information and 
expertise in support of water management.31  

 The program also aligns with obligations related to the IRIA, particularly those of the 
responsible minister to grant licences under the IRIA32 and the use of program 
expertise in hydrological and hydraulic studies to address section 20 obligations 
under CEAA 201233 for projects proposed on non-international rivers in areas of 
federal interest.  

                                            
28 Environment Canada website. Water Governance and Legislation: Federal Policy and Legislation, 
http://www.ec.gc.ca/eau-water/default.asp?lang=En&n=E05A7F81-1.  
29 Environment Canada website. Water Governance and Legislation: Federal Policy and Legislation, 
http://www.ec.gc.ca/eau-water/default.asp?lang=En&n=E05A7F81-1.     
30 Environment Canada website. Water Governance and Legislation: Federal Policy and Legislation, 
www.ec.gc.ca/eau-water/default.asp?lang=En&n=E05A7F81-1). p. 3. 
31 Examples include the various agreements for the domestic water boards and the 2013 EC-IJC MOU. 
32 International River Improvements Act (http://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/I-20/); International River 
Improvements Regulations (http://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/C.R.C.,_c._982/index.html). 
33 Section 20 states “Every federal authority that is in possession of specialist or expert information or 
knowledge with respect to a designated project that is subject to an environmental assessment must, on 
request, make that information or knowledge available…” (source: http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/c-
15.21/index.html). 
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 Results from the survey of external water management board members and IJC 
board advisors show that 91% somewhat or strongly agreed that EC’s 
board/committee participation is an appropriate role for the federal government.  

4.2 Performance (effectiveness, efficiency and economy) 
4.2.1 Achievement of Intended Outcomes 

 

Evaluation Issue: Effectiveness Rating 
4. To what extent have intended outcomes been achieved as a result 

of the program? 
Direct Outcomes 
 Meeting commitments and legal obligations   
 Provision of information to support decision making  
 Cooperative and integrated approaches for sustainable water 

management 
Intermediate Outcome 
 Collaborative use of information to reduce risks in inter-

jurisdictional waters 
Final Outcomes 
 Conservation and management of water resources to:  

i) protect ecosystems,  
ii) protect the health and property of citizens, and 
iii) support economic activities

 
 
 

Acceptable 
Acceptable 
Acceptable 

 
 

Acceptable 
 
 
 

Acceptable 
Acceptable 
Acceptable

Direct Outcomes  

The WRMU program is effectively achieving its direct outcomes related to: 
meeting its commitments and legal obligations for inter-jurisdictional water 
resource management; ensuring water resource decision-makers have the 
information they need to make shared resource decisions; and supporting 
cooperative and integrated approaches with other governments and water 
managers for sustainable water management. The high level of satisfaction from 
external stakeholders (mean rating of 8 out of 10) regarding EC’s involvement in 
the water management boards reflects this finding.    

Direct Outcome 1: “Canada’s commitments and legal obligations with respect to 
the inter-jurisdictional water resource management boards are met.” 

 EC’s commitments and obligations are outlined in various agreements and are 
primarily related to EC contributing resources to fulfill the role of chair/co-chair or 
other board members, the provision of secretariat services, contributions toward the 
boards’ annual budgets, and the provision of water quantity (and in some cases 
water quality) monitoring and data.34  In several instances, there are also additional 
commitments related to participation in scientific assessments or task studies in 
support of the work of the board.  

 A review of EC’s performance against its commitments to the boards identifies that 
EC is meeting its commitments to a large extent, although some vacancies exist in 

                                            
34 Sources include:  Agreement Respecting Ottawa River Basin Regulation; Master Agreement on 
Apportionment, PPWB Charter, Mackenzie River Basin Master Agreement, Lake of the Woods Control 
Board MOU, MOU Respecting the Provision of Engineering, Scientific Expertise and Other Services by 
Environment Canada to the International Joint Commission (and associated annexes). 
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the International St. Croix River Watershed Board,35 the International Souris River 
Board and the International Red River Board.36 Additionally, a long-term vacancy in 
the Lake of the Woods Control Board secretariat has been staffed as of early 2014.37 
It should be noted, however, that timelines for filling board vacancies are not fully 
within the control of EC. While EC nominates qualified individuals (a responsibility 
addressed by the DG IJC Committee for the IJC boards), the appointments are 
ultimately made either by order in council (for the domestic boards),38 or the IJC 
commissioners (for IJC boards).39 Hiring of secretariat staff is conducted according to 
Government of Canada hiring and appointment processes, although board members 
do have a role in the process.40 

 EC representatives interviewed and external board members also supported the 
finding that EC is meeting its commitments and legal obligations, Most EC 
interviewees rated the degree to which EC is meeting its commitments at 4 or 5 on a 
5-point scale and more than 4 in 5 (84%) of external board members agree that EC 
is meeting its commitments and legal obligations with respect to the 
board/committee. 

 Interviewees also noted that EC is meeting its commitments related to the IRIA, as 
there is an adequate system in place under CEAA 2012 to flag projects where the 
IRIA may apply, ensuring all proposed projects are assessed and that licences are 
issued on time.  

Direct Outcome 2:  “Water resource decision-makers have the information they 
need to make shared resource decisions.” 

 EC contributes to the boards through the conduct and publication of water quantity 
and meteorological monitoring information, recommendations and directions on 
regulatory strategy, outflows, forecasts and flood warnings using mathematical 
models, and water basin studies.41  

 EC staff who fulfill a role as regulation representatives on IJC boards provide a 
variety of technical information. For example, regulation representatives on the 
International St. Lawrence River Board of Control provide the board with weekly 
reports on conditions in the water systems, monthly assessments of hydrological 
conditions and forecasts, and risk assessments.42    

 Evidence from the evaluation indicates that the provision of information and expertise 
to support shared water resource decisions is a particular strength of the program.  
External survey respondents expressed an overall high level of satisfaction with the 
amount and quality of technical and stakeholder information provided to the boards 

                                            
35 Source: Key informant interviews. 
36 Vacancies on the International Souris River Board and the International Red River Board were identified in 
EC. Minutes from DG IJC Committee Meeting, February 26, 2014. Internal document. 
37 Source: Key informant interviews. 
38 EC. EC’s Role in Inter-provincial Water Management Boards, September 2013. p. 5. 
39 EC IAB. Environment Canada’s Participation and Support of IJC Water Management Boards: Guidance 
on Roles and Responsibilities, March 2013. p. 2. 
40 EC. EC’s Role in Inter-provincial Water Management Boards, September 2013. p. 8. 
41 Environment Canada’s Role in Inter-provincial Water Management Boards (PowerPoint presentation by 
EC, September 6, 2013). 
42 EC International Affairs Branch. 2013-14. EC IJC Memorandum of Understanding Annual Report. For the 
period ending March 31, 2014. 
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to enable decision making. When asked to identify the top three strengths of EC’s 
work in support of the water management boards/committees, 63% of survey 
respondents identified the provision of information to support decision making on the 
boards as a major strength. Most stakeholders surveyed (between 86% and 97%) 
somewhat or strongly agreed with statements relating to the achievement of this 
direct outcome, as outlined in the following table. 

Table 5:  Assessment of Information to Support Decision Making   

 Strongly 
disagree 

1 

Somewhat 
disagree 

2 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
agree 

4 

Strongly 
agree 

5 

Total Average 

Board/committee members have 
the technical information they need 
to make effective decisions. 

1 (1%) 1 (1%) 3 (4%) 24 (28%) 57 (66%) 86 4.5 

Board/committee members have 
the stakeholder information they 
need to make effective decisions. 

1 (1%) 6 (7%) 5 (6%) 27 (33%) 44 (53%) 83 4.3 

EC provides quality information to 
support decision making. 

0 1 (1%) 7 (8%) 25 (28%) 56 (63%) 89 4.5 

EC provides information in a timely 
manner. 

0 3 (3%) 6 (7%) 33 (38%) 46 (52%) 88 4.4 

The advice and participation of EC 
board/committee members is 
valuable for decision making. 

0 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 14 (16%) 73 (81%) 90 4.8 

The technical information and 
analyses provided by secretariat 
staff contribute to the effective 
functioning of the 
board/committee. 

0 3 (3%) 4 (5%) 22 (26%) 57 (66%) 86 4.5 

 

 In open-ended responses, about one-third of survey respondents (31%) emphasized 
the expertise, dedication and professionalism of EC staff in support of the boards. 

 While the overall feedback from interviewed and surveyed stakeholders in relation to 
the achievement of this outcome was very positive, concerns were expressed  
regarding:  

o maintaining appropriate levels of expertise and succession planning at EC;   
o limited resources and resource reductions resulting from Budget 2012 

affecting the provision of data and diminishing the level of support services 
from EC; and 

o limited participation of EC staff on special task forces/studies (an issue 
identified by 29% of external survey respondents as an area for 
improvement).   

 With respect to the IRIA, interviewees noted that the processes in which briefing 
memos for licence applications are written, submitted and approved by senior 
management allow decision-makers to be well informed of relevant issues and 
recommendations.  

Direct Outcome 3: “Mechanisms are in place to support cooperative and 
integrated approaches for sustainable water management.” 

 The governance processes for the various water management boards are not 
determined by EC alone but rather are identified at the individual board level or, for 
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IJC boards, at the IJC. IJC and individual board mechanisms and structures have 
generally reached maturity level. EC’s contribution toward this outcome focuses 
primarily on leadership and support services, and includes the role of objective 
facilitator among different jurisdictions. EC fulfills many of the chair, co-chair and 
board member roles, as well as hosts and provides management oversight of board 
secretariats.  

 External stakeholders expressed a generally positive view of EC’s and the boards’ 
cooperative management approach and practices. Most surveyed stakeholders 
somewhat or strongly agreed that “EC effectively contributes to board/committee 
management governance practices” (92%), that “the current structure and 
organization of the board/committee enables a cooperative and integrated approach 
to water management” (99%), and that, overall, they are “satisfied with EC’s 
involvement in the provision of secretariat services” (85%).  

 Several external stakeholders noted that travel restrictions resulting in fewer EC staff 
attending board meetings/conferences in person limits EC’s ability to inform board 
decisions and build relationships and affects the quality of discussions at meetings.     

Intermediate Outcomes 

The degree to which quality information is used in the water management boards’ 
consensus-based decision making, and the reported levels of collaboration and 
trust among water resource decision-makers across different jurisdictions 
indicates a high level of achievement toward the program’s intermediate outcome. 

Intermediate Outcome: “Water resource decision-makers use information to make 
decisions in a collaborative manner to reduce risks43 in inter-jurisdictional 
waters.”  

 Evidence suggests that this outcome is being achieved to a high degree, with 
between 92% and 99% of survey respondents (representing non-EC board members 
and IJC Board Advisors) somewhat or strongly agreeing with the following 
statements: “board/committee members representing various organizations and 
jurisdictions work collaboratively to make decisions,” “information is used effectively 
by board/committee members to make decisions,” and “the technical information and 
analyses provided by secretariat staff contribute to the effective functioning of the 
board/committee.”  

 Some external stakeholders surveyed identified key aspects of the work of the boards 
that they feel contribute to reducing risks in inter-jurisdictional waters, including:  
forecasting and notifications (to the public/downstream users) on fluctuating water 
levels; a nutrient management strategy and management of re-emergence of algae; 
the collaborative forum the boards provide to raise issues, exchange information and 
advance decisions; monitoring of pollution in water (through programs/studies); and, 
in the case of IJC boards, the ability to keep both Canadian and US members 
informed and engaged. 

 Almost all internal interviewees assigned the maximum rating of 5 to the achievement 
of this outcome (average ranking of 4.9) and noted the highly collaborative manner in 

                                            
43 Refers to the risks identified in the final outcome, i.e., risks related to ecosystems, the property and health 
of citizens, and economic activities.  
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which the boards operate. A majority of internal interviewees also commented on the 
boards’ use of available data and on the high quality of data. A few internal 
interviewees additionally pointed to an established trust relationship among board 
members, as well as a commitment to fact-based and consensus-based decision 
making.  External interviewees also ranked the achievement of this outcome at a high 
level (4.5 out of 5, with no rating lower than 4).  

 All internal and external interviewees who could comment indicated that the 
relationship between EC and the IJC is working well, with several noting that the EC-
IJC MOU has had a positive impact on clarifying roles and responsibilities.  

 
Final Outcomes 

Appropriate progress is being made toward the long-term outcomes related to 
effective management of Canada’s water resources to: i) protect ecosystems; ii) 
protect the health and property of citizens; and iii) support economic activities.  

Final Outcome:  “Canada’s water resources are conserved and effectively 
managed to:  

i) protect ecosystems,  
ii) protect the health and property of citizens, and  
iii) support economic activities.” 
       

i) Protection of ecosystems 
 A review of documents produced by domestic and international water management 

boards indicates that while the protection of ecosystems is not a direct mandate of all 
boards, it is adequately addressed by those boards (about half) that include a 
commitment to protect ecosystems in their mandates. The remaining boards do not 
specifically identify protection of ecosystems as one of their responsibilities.  

 The work of the Great Lakes Water Quality Board, the International St. Croix River 
Watershed Board and the International Rainy-Lake of the Woods Watershed Board 
provides examples of ecosystem-focused work of the boards based on their 
mandates and annual reports. This includes monitoring and reporting on the 
watersheds’ ecological health, support to the development of human and ecosystem 
indicators, and an integrated ecosystem response model.  

 Two-thirds (65%) of external stakeholders were of the opinion that EC contributes to 
the achievement of this outcome to a “large” or a “great” extent. Twenty-seven 
percent of survey respondents saw it as being achieved to only a “moderate” extent.   

 In work related to the IRIA, EC ensures there is an increased focus on protecting 
ecosystems by seeking to maximize benefits and minimize hazards to ecosystems 
when conducting hydro-technical assessments as part of the review of licence 
applications.  

ii) Protection of health and property of citizens   
 Regulation of water levels to balance the interests of those in the basin, along with 

corresponding support to help protect against floods and droughts, is a major focus of 
most of the water management boards in which EC participates. Examples of 
activities in this area include monitoring of flow conditions, regulation of outflows 
levels, development and implementation of apportionment and flow targets, review of 
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flood management protocols, conducting studies on property damage due to floods 
and ice, providing the public with the most up-to-date water level data via websites,44 
integrated management of principal reservoirs to reduce flooding, application of 
mathematical tools for water level monitoring and forecasting, and issuance of flood 
warnings.45 Recent examples of how water boards fulfill these responsibilities include: 

o the Ottawa River Regulation Planning Board supported a number of public 
information initiatives related to an earlier–than-expected spring melt period in 
2012, and the board’s secretariat maintains a website and toll-free information 
line to provide local residents with information about water levels and flows; 

o the International Osoyoos Lake Board of Control provides the public with real-
time lake level tracking tools and timely status and trends updates via website 
to address residents’ concerns about high lake levels from heavy rains or 
snow melt;46 and 

o the International Rainy-Lake of the Woods Watershed Board assesses the 
vulnerability of shoreline properties to flooding and ice damage in high water 
conditions.47 

 Without exception, all internal interviewees were of the opinion that EC’s involvement 
on the water management boards contributes to the protection of health and property 
of citizens, with many specifically noting that EC contributes to this outcome to a 
“great extent” or that the involvement is “essential,” “key,” or “very important.”   

 A majority of external stakeholders surveyed (71%) ranked EC’s contribution to the 
achievement of this outcome as having been accomplished to a “large” or a “great” 
extent. About one-quarter (26%) said EC has contributed to it to a “moderate” extent.   

 IRIA interviewees noted that, as part of the review of licences, a key consideration is 
to ensure that preventive measures are being taken to minimize the chance of 
flooding, which is a major threat to citizen health and property.  

iii) Support to economic activities  
 Decisions made by board members attempt to consider and balance all interests in 

the basin, including commercial interests. For example, the work of the International 
Niagara Committee, which collaborates with the International Niagara Board of 
Control, determines the amount of water flow to balance the economic activities of the 
Niagara Falls both as a hydroelectric power generator and a tourist attraction.  

 A majority of internal interviewees were of the opinion that EC’s involvement in water 
management boards contributes to support economic activities, citing the boards’ 
contribution to effective functioning of hydroelectric power generation, positive 
contribution to tourism, and impact on commercial water navigation.  

 A majority of external stakeholders surveyed (56%) responded that EC’s involvement 
in the boards has contributed to the achievement of this outcome to a “large” or 
“great” extent. About one-quarter (27%) saw EC as contributing to a “moderate” 
extent, and a minority of stakeholders surveyed (16%) were of the opinion that EC 
contributes to the support of economic activities to only a “small” extent.   

                                            
44 EC IJC MOU. 
45 EC. September 6, 2013. EC’s Role in Inter-provincial Water Management Boards. Internal document. 
46 EC.IAB. 2013-14. EC IJC Memorandum of Understanding Annual Report. For the period ending March 
31, 2014. 
47 International Rainy-Lake of the Woods Watershed Board, www.ijc.org/en_/RLWWB/activities. 
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4.2.2 Unintended Outcomes 
 

Evaluation Issue: Effectiveness Rating 
5. Have there been any unintended outcomes? (positive or negative) Not applicable 

Benefit to the Department’s work in other related areas was identified as a positive 
unintended outcome of EC’s activities in the WRMU program.   

 As part of its work with the boards, EC brings its program knowledge and expertise 
gained from related EC programs (e.g., Hydrological Service and Water Survey, 
ecosystem initiatives such as the St. Lawrence and Great Lakes Action Plans).  
Interviewees noted that a positive unintended outcome of this program is that 
knowledge gained from board-related work is also applied to support improvements in 
these programs.  

4.2.3  Demonstration of Efficiency and Economy 
 

Evaluation Issue: Efficiency and Economy Rating 
6. To what extent is the utilization of resources reasonable in relation 

to the production of outputs and progress toward expected 
outcomes? 

Opportunity for 
Improvement 

Efficiency of Environment Canada’s Water Management Board Activities 
A network of EC staff participates in the work of the various water management 
boards on a part-time basis. This contributes to efficient delivery as it allocates 
only as many resources as needed. Although individual board level activities are 
being conducted efficiently, there are opportunities to improve the overall 
efficiency of the WRMU program through greater coordination across the various 
water management boards.    

 EC staff who participate as chair, board members, or expert advisors on specific 
water-related issues contribute their time to the various water management boards 
on a part-time basis, essentially accommodating the work within the responsibilities 
of their primary role in the organization. This manner of distributing work contributes 
to efficiency as it allocates only as many resources as are required, allows one 
individual to perform multiple functions within the Department, and ensures that the 
person with the appropriate expertise is engaged, allowing them to perform the work 
with a minimal learning curve.  

 A strong majority of both EC program representatives and external stakeholder 
interviewees feel that EC performs its activities related to the water boards in an 
efficient manner, with several external interviewees recognizing that EC staff work 
hard to address their board responsibilities within the environment of fiscal 
restraint.48   

 Evidence also indicates that secretariat services are being delivered in an efficient 
manner. As shown in Table 6, external stakeholders responding to the on-line survey 
provided very positive ratings regarding the delivery of secretariat services by EC 
staff. Additionally, EC program representatives, including EC board members who 

                                            
48 While EC’s board participation was not directly targeted by Budget 2012 reductions, there has 
nevertheless been some impact for the program, as the pool of resources within this program from which 
expertise can be drawn has been reduced.   
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rely upon the secretariat services, were unanimous in their opinion that these 
services are being delivered in an effective and efficient manner. Several 
interviewees noted that staffing of the secretariats with knowledgeable individuals 
who understand both the technical issues and the unique characteristics of the 
various boards is a key factor contributing to the strength of work in this area.   

Table 6: Assessment of Efficiency of Secretariat Services Provided by EC Staff49  

 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 

Somewhat 
disagree 

2 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
agree 

4 

Strongly 
agree 

5 

Total Average 

Administrative tasks, such 
as organizing meetings, 
maintaining records of 
decisions, and managing 
the website, are 
conducted in an efficient 
manner by secretariat 
staff.  

0 3 (4%) 3 (3%) 25 (30%) 53 (63%) 84 4.6 

Communications from 
secretariat staff are clear 
and effective. 

0 1 (1%) 6 (7%) 22 (25%) 58 (67%) 87 4.9 

Roles and responsibilities 
for secretariat staff are 
clearly defined and 
understood. 

1 (1%) 3 (4%) 5 (6%) 29 (35%) 46 (54%) 84 4.4 

 
 Although evidence indicates that work in support of the individual boards is 

conducted in an efficient manner, opportunities were identified to improve the overall 
efficiency of the WRMU program through increased collaboration and information 
sharing across boards and among staff participating from all branches within the 
Department. To a large extent, work is managed on a board-by-board basis.  
Interviewees highlighted the need to identify opportunities for synergies across 
boards, such as the use of common prediction models, yearly reporting forums to 
engage board participants with senior management, or sharing of best practices and 
lessons learned related to common issues. 

 Additionally, given challenges associated with ensuring that appropriate expertise is 
available to support boards in a timely manner, a more coordinated approach to the 
identification and provision of appropriate technical expertise was another 
opportunity identified. Interviewees identified a need to fill vacancies in a timely 
manner, to ensure that boards and secretariats can be fully functioning, and to 
minimize transition challenges. The introduction of a common and systematic 
training program for new board participants to improve staffing transitions was also 
suggested. The recent MSC reorganization, which includes plans to establish a team 
of regional engineers with water management backgrounds to support the boards, 
was identified as a positive step forward in this area. 

 Additionally, a high percentage of internal interviewees and a number of external 
stakeholders identified concerns with current travel restrictions impacting the 

                                            
49 External stakeholder survey responses to the question “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following statements regarding Environment Canada’s involvement in the provision of secretariat services 
during the past three years?” 
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efficiency of decision making when experts are not part of key discussions at board 
meetings or when relationships are not established that would support the ability to 
respond quickly to urgent matters.  

 Regarding the IRIA, it was suggested that providing clearly documented protocols 
and procedures on licensing to proponents would be beneficial to improving 
information flows and increasing efficiency.  

Clarity of Roles/Responsibilities 
Those involved in the work of the water management boards reported that EC’s 
roles and responsibilities are generally clear and well understood. It is felt that 
EC’s involvement in the boards is not as clearly understood throughout the 
Department or by senior management. 

 Most EC and external stakeholder interviewees indicated that the various roles and 
responsibilities for EC’s participation in the water management boards/committees 
are clear and/or well understood, particularly at the board level. Additionally, 9 out of 
10 external stakeholders surveyed either somewhat or strongly agree that EC’s roles 
and responsibilities related to the board/committee are clear (91%) and that the roles 
and responsibilities for secretariat staff are clearly defined and understood 
(90%).The MOU between the IJC and EC was mentioned as contributing to clarity of 
roles and responsibilities.   

 Despite most interviewees reporting that roles and responsibilities are clear and well 
understood, EC program representatives expressed varied views as to whether 
those supporting the work of the boards serve as EC employees or as experts 
chosen for their professional abilities in a given field (rather than as representatives 
of a particular organization).This likely stems from IJC documentation which states 
that members of IJC boards serve in their “personal and professional capacity” and 
not as representatives of the agencies or organizations that employ them.”50 The 
recent MOU between the IJC and EC does, however, provide clarification, indicating 
that “EC and the IJC expect board members to serve the Commission in their 
professional capacity, performing their duties in an impartial manner, for the common 
good of both countries.” The MOU also references an EC guidance document that is 
provided to all EC employees appointed to IJC boards and that provides further 
clarity regarding EC employees’ participation.51   

 While roles are generally viewed as clear by those participating directly in the work, 
some EC program interviewees feel that EC’s involvement in this area, including EC 
roles and obligations, is not particularly well understood by senior management or 
more broadly within the Department, which may contribute to inefficiencies as 
employees need to justify or explain the nature of their involvement.  

                                            
50 IJC. Guiding Principle of the IJC, Principle 3. http://www.ijc.org/en_/Guiding_Principles. 
51 Internal guidance related to EC’s participation and support of IJC water management boards states that 
the position is part of an employee’s official duties and they remain subject to the terms and conditions of 
their employment throughout their appointment to an IJC board (IAB, EC. EC Participation and Support of 
International Joint Commission Water Management Boards. Guidance on Roles and Responsibilities.  
March 2013. p. 3). 
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Adequacy of Resources 

Resources for EC’s participation in the water management boards are generally 
viewed as “lean” but adequate, although challenges were identified in supporting 
boards managed by staff in the West and North Region and addressing requests 
for additional technical/scientific studies. The various MOUs which describe EC’s 
involvement in the water management boards serve to protect the Department 
from the potential of board decisions impacting EC operational budgets.   

 Most internal and external interviewees feel overall resources provided from EC to 
support EC participation on water boards are adequate, while acknowledging that 
they are very lean. Further, 70% of external stakeholders surveyed somewhat or 
strongly agree that “EC resources in support of secretariat services are adequate.” 

 Several external stakeholder interviewees believe, however, that resources cannot 
be cut further if EC is to meet current obligations or support additional work, 
including increasing requests from the IJC. A number of other external stakeholders 
also suggested EC may be under-staffed and “struggling to keep a critical mass of 
expertise,” which puts pressure on those doing board work.   

 Interviewees agreed that there are some resource challenges related to requests for 
more or different technical/scientific studies to assist the boards in decision making. 
Further, vacancies for EC staff with key technical expertise on selected water 
boards are not always filled in a timely manner. This may be particularly true for 
western water boards, where interviewees indicated that resourcing issues related 
to the downsizing of FTEs and recent budget cuts have led to difficulties meeting 
commitments, filling board vacancies and fulfilling EC’s roles within water 
management.  

 An assessment of the degree to which decisions made at the individual 
boards/committees could have the potential to impact Environment Canada’s 
operational budgets found there is little to no risk of this occurring.  For the most 
part, the level of resources which EC is expected to provide is clearly documented 
and as a result does not impact EC’s operational budgets. Several interviewees 
acknowledged, however, that the more difficult issue relates to the potential for the 
board to make decisions to take on new initiatives or special studies. The IJC MOU 
clearly identifies that “EC reserves the right to participate in IJC studies according to 
the level of resources available.” As such, the Department can indicate they do not 
have the available resources to contribute, or additional funding may be provided by 
the IJC. One board where the expectation is somewhat less clearly defined is the 
PPWB western domestic board, where the master agreement notes that “…the 
collection, compilation and publication of water quantity and quality data required… 
shall be conducted by Canada subject to provision of funds being voted by the 
Parliament of Canada.”52  Although the level of support is certainly less precise in 
this agreement, it still does not obligate the Department to increased spending, and 
as such does not pose a significant risk.  

 Interviewees mentioned that, after a period of understaffing, resources in support of 
the IRIA are currently adequate to allow staff to review licence applications and 
provide support to hydrological environmental assessments. There are concerns, 

                                            
52 Prairie Provinces Water Board (2009). The 1969 Master Agreement on Apportionment, Monitoring (7). 
Accessed in: http://www.ppwb.ca/information/79/index.html. 
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however, that with an anticipated increase in the volume of licensing requests, it will 
become a challenge to continue supporting environmental assessment 
requirements with current resources.  

 
4.2.3 Clarity, Appropriateness and Efficiency of Governance Structure 

 

Evaluation Issue: Efficiency and Economy Rating 
7. To what extent is the governance structure clear, appropriate and 

efficient for achieving expected results? 
Opportunity for 
Improvement 

A majority of EC program representatives and management serving on boards feel 
the governance mechanisms for the WRMU program are unclear.  Although there 
are two DG-level committees that address components of EC’s work related to 
water management, there is no forum to coordinate EC’s work across the various 
water management boards. MSC’s recent reorganization, which consolidates the 
management of a number of boards under one director, is viewed as a positive 
step in this direction as it establishes a structure to support coordination and 
collaboration within the program.       

 Delivery of the WRMU program is dispersed. Co-leadership for the program is shared 
between MSC and the Region (RDG, West and North), and water management board 
activities are conducted throughout the Department, including regional directors 
general’s offices, multiple teams in MSC, the International Affairs Branch, and S&T 
Branch.    

 A majority of EC program representatives indicated that governance mechanisms in 
support of the Department’s involvement in the water management boards are not 
very clear given the absence of a forum where decision making and discussions on 
priorities can take place, noting that day-to-day coordination across the program and 
among water boards does not currently exist.  

 Although there are two DG-level committees that address certain components of this 
program (DG IJC Committee and Water Availability Committee (WAC)), neither 
committee is fully focused on the WRMU program or the overall coordination/ 
decision making/priority setting of the program. The DG IJC Committee is very 
effective for the logistical aspects related to meeting EC’s commitments with the IJC, 
including the appointment of members, but does not encompass the work of the 
domestic boards. The WAC is primarily an information-sharing committee for water 
quantity issues, but has no authority for decision making and does not specifically 
look at water board issues.  

 Most internal interviewees feel the current approach, with responsibility for the water 
management boards shared between the MSC and regions, generally works well, 
with one individual specifically noting that it brings two different yet complementary 
perspectives (technical from MSC and regional from the RDGs) to bear; however, 
success of the shared leadership approach is dependent on high levels of 
communication and collaboration between the players, and most interviewees feel 
there are opportunities for improvements in this area, particularly as it relates to 
successful prioritization of work given available resources. 

 The recent reorganization in MSC was identified as a positive step by a number of 
interviewees in terms of establishing a structure to support coordination and 
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collaboration within the program. It does not, however, address the boards managed 
out of the West and North Region or the participation of other branches in the 
Department. Other individuals noted there were further opportunities to leverage the 
WAC to support a more collective approach for water management. 

 EC program representatives involved in the work of the IRIA emphasized the need for 
improved coordination among stakeholders to improve the effectiveness of 
governance structures within the IRIA. One interviewee highlighted the need for a 
protocol document on decision making to improve the efficiency and clarity of IRIA 
processes, noting this may also address issues of sufficient coordination and 
collaboration within EC.  

 
4.2.4 Collection and Reporting of Performance Data 

 

Evaluation Issue: Performance Rating 
8. Are performance data being collected and reported? Opportunity for 

Improvement 

A performance measurement strategy does not currently exist for the WRMU 
program and little performance data specific to EC’s activities in this area is 
collected. Reporting primarily occurs at the individual board level. The 
development of the first EC–IJC MOU Annual Report provides a brief synthesis of 
key outcomes achieved under each annex to the MOU, including a summary of 
financial expenditures and resources provided by Environment Canada in support 
of IJC activities. 

 Although some preliminary work is underway,53 there is currently no formal 
performance measurement strategy that provides an integrated picture of the 
Department’s performance with respect to the WRMU program.   

 A departmental Performance Measurement Framework indicator was established for 
the WRMU program in 2013-14. However, no benchmark or baseline data had been 
collected for the indicator as of the time of this evaluation, although a baseline 
measure was established as part of this evaluation.54  

 In terms of the availability of performance data, most of the water boards provide 
some level of annual reporting focused primarily on outputs. Although these reports 
represent the overall accomplishments of the boards and do not allow for EC’s 
contribution to be parsed out, it was identified that these reports do serve as a 
valuable tool to engage and inform senior management.  Reports include: 

o A report on the activities performed in support of the Canada Water Act is 
prepared every fiscal year and includes a summary of the activities of the four 
domestic water boards55 such as a description of public information initiatives, 
number of board meetings, and issues examined during the year. 

                                            
53 Discussions were held at a WAC meeting in December 2013 that identified the need to develop 
performance measurement strategies for the WRMU program. 
54 The Performance Measurement Framework indicator is a client satisfaction index.  As noted in Section 4, 
external stakeholders provided a rating of 8 out of 10 when asked to indicate their overall level of satisfaction 
with Environment Canada’s involvement in the water management boards/committees over the past year. 
55 The four domestic water boards are the ORRB, the LWCB, the PPWB and the MRBB. Although the 
LWCB does not fall under the Canada Water Act, it is included in the Canada Water Act Annual Report to 
provide a more complete picture of federal-provincial water management in Canada. 
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o IJC boards must report on their progress to the IJC on an annual basis. The 
IJC in turn reports back to governments.56  

 Additionally, as required by the IRIA, a report on river improvement operations under 
the Act is prepared annually, covering activities relating to the granting of new and 
renewed licences, as well as applications and notifications for exceptions submitted 
during the previous year.  

 Stemming from a requirement in the recent EC–IJC MOU,57  as of 2014, an annual 
report is now also prepared by IAB providing a consolidated summary of EC’s 
activities related to the IJC MOU. The report contains two sections: i) a description of 
the nature and level of EC support to the boards and a brief synthesis of each 
board’s key accomplishments; and ii) a summary of financial expenditures and 
resources provided by EC in support of IJC activities.58 

5. Conclusions 

Relevance 
EC’s WRMU program is highly relevant and addresses ongoing needs for the 
management of watersheds across inter-jurisdictional boundaries. It is consistent with 
federal roles and responsibilities and supports federal priorities and commitments 
outlined in various domestic and international agreements, including obligations to 
administer the IRIA.  

Performance – Achievement of Outcomes 
The evaluation found that the WRMU program has been effective in achieving or making 
progress toward its intended direct and intermediate outcomes related to meeting legal 
obligations and commitments, ensuring water resource decision-makers have the 
information they need to make decisions, and supporting collaboration, cooperation and 
shared decision making. 

Appropriate progress has also been made towards the long-term outcomes of 
conserving and effectively managing Canada’s water resources to protect ecosystems, 
protect the health and property of citizens, and support economic activities. 

Performance – Efficiency and Economy 
Resources for the program are generally perceived to be adequate. Challenges were 
nonetheless identified in filling vacancies for western boards and the ability to respond to 
requests from the IJC or domestic water boards for special studies and analyses. While 
current agreements with the various boards provide adequate protection in terms of the 
potential for decisions to be made at the board level to impact operational budgets, there 
are, nevertheless, considerable demands on resources related to special studies and 
analyses.   

Evidence suggests that activities at the individual board level are being conducted in an 
efficient manner and that roles and responsibilities are clearly understood by those 
involved in delivery of the program. It is felt, however, that EC’s involvement in this 
program, including EC roles and obligations, is not particularly well understood by senior 
management or outside of the program. The governance and management of the 

                                            
56 IJC. 2011. Rules of Procedure of the International Joint Commission, p. 11.   
57 EC and IJC. 2013. Memorandum of Understanding. Article XI: Annual Reports, p. 6. 
58 EC IAB. 2013-14. EC IJC MOU Annual Report.  
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program are unclear, as delivery of the program is very dispersed and there is no forum 
that coordinates all of EC’s work in this area.  

While some degree of annual performance reporting occurs at the board level, as well as 
for key activities associated with administration of the IRIA and the IJC MOU, no overall 
performance measurement strategy for the WRMU program exists to provide an 
integrated picture of the Department’s performance in the program.     

6. Recommendations and Management Response  

The following recommendations are based on the findings and conclusions of the 
evaluation. The recommendations are directed to the ADM of the MSC, and the RDG, 
West and North, as the senior departmental officials responsible for the management of 
the WRMU program. 
 
Recommendation 1:  Review the current governance and management of the 
WRMU program, and consider the introduction of mechanisms to increase 
information sharing, consistency and collaboration across the program.  

A number of different branches are involved in delivery of the program, and while this is 
appropriate in terms of contributing the required mix of skillsets and knowledge, 
evidence suggests that more could be done to ensure a consistent approach to 
resource management, decision making and priority setting for EC activities across all 
implicated branches.  There are also opportunities to improve the overall efficiency and 
consistency of the program delivery, such as by identifying process improvements to 
support the timely filling of vacancies for the provision of technical support and enabling 
the use of common tools, best practices and information sharing among staff 
participating in the various boards. Other areas for consideration include introducing 
training for new departmental board participants and establishing a common strategy for 
the Department’s participation in board meetings given current travel constraints. 

  
Management Response to Recommendation 1 

The ADM of the MSC and the RDG, West and North, agree with the recommendation. 
 

Management Action 
   
MSC DGs and the RDG, West and North, in consultation with IAB, S&T Branch and 
Strategic Policy Branch (SPB), will undertake a step-wise approach to reviewing the 
governance by assessing the materiality and program structure and subsequently 
identifying the appropriate internal governance structures, including mechanisms to 
improve collaboration and coordination across activities as required.  
 

Timeline  Deliverable(s)  Responsible 
Party 

April 2015 
 
 
 
September 
2015 

Undertake a review of the materiality and 
program structure and make recommendations 
to EMC. 
 
Develop a governance approach based on 
findings of step 1. 

ADM, MSC 
RDG, W&N 
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Recommendation 2:  Develop and implement a performance measurement 
strategy to support effective management and reporting on the results of the 
WRMU program.   

The WRMU program should build on work that has already been initiated, including 
finalizing the draft logic model and performance measurement strategy framework with 
associated indicators, details related to data collection methods, targets and timelines. In 
addition to providing valuable information to contribute to effective management of the 
WRMU program, effective reporting against the performance measurement strategy 
would also contribute to improving the Department’s ability to “tell the story” of EC’s 
activities regarding the water management boards, which would in turn contribute to a 
better understanding of the work of the program within the Department.   

 
Management Response to Recommendation 2 
The ADM of the MSC and the RDG, West and North, agree with the recommendation. 
 

Management Action 
 
Following the review of the program structure to be conducted in response to 
Recommendation 1, MSC and RDG W&N will develop and implement an appropriate 
performance measurement strategy, including a logic model. As an initial step, in the 
development of a performance strategy, a client satisfaction survey will be undertaken 
as proposed in the 2015-2016 Performance Measurement Framework. 
 

Timeline  Deliverable(s)  Responsible 
Party 

July 2015  
 
 
 
 
December 2015  
 
 
April 2016 (est.) 

Report on client satisfaction of EC’s 
involvement in water management 
boards/committees in the Performance 
Measurement Framework.  
 
Develop logic model (pending outcome of 
governance review).  
 
Develop and implement a performance 
measurement strategy (pending outcome of 
governance review). 

ADM, MSC 
RDG, W&N 
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Annex 1 
Program Logic Model  

Developed to support the evaluation of Water Resource Management and Use, 2013-14 – not approved for other purposes  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Communication 
products and services 

Key Activities Outputs Outcomes
Direct Intermediate Final

Appointees to inter-
jurisdictional water 
resource management 
boards and committees

Stakeholder 
consultations 

Mechanisms are in 
place to support 
cooperative and 
integrated 
approaches with 
other governments 
and water 
managers 
for sustainable 
water 
management  

Water resource 
decision-makers 
have the 
information they 
need to make 
shared resource 
decisions 

Canada’s water 
resources are 
conserved and 
effectively 
managed to: 
i)  protect 

ecosystems;  
ii)  protect the 

health and 
property of 
citizens; and 

Iii) support 
economic 
activities.  

Target 
Audiences

Hosting and providing 
management oversight for 
inter-jurisdictional water 
resource management 
board secretariats 

Coordinating with 
stakeholders, including 
Canadian and US 
government agencies and 
private sector companies 

Participating and engaging 
on inter-jurisdictional water 
resource management 
boards and related task 
and study groups 

Collecting, analyzing, 
preparing and 
disseminating information 
related to water quantity 
and (for some) water 
quality conditions 

Private sector 
companies, esp. 
power companies 

Canadian public

Provincial/ territorial 
and Canadian 
federal government 
water resource 
management board 
members 

Information and advice 
to regulate the flow of 
water 

EC input to Secretariat 
budgets, board-adopted 
strategies and operating 
work plans  

Canada’s 
commitments and 
legal obligations 
related to its 
legislative and 
operational 
mandates for the 
inter-jurisdictional 
water resource 
management 
boards are met 

Stakeholders for 
inter-jurisdictional 
water resources 
use information to 
make decisions in 
a collaborative 
manner 

Communicating board 
activities to stakeholders, 
the public, media 

Recommending or 
directing water regulating 
strategy 

Monitoring conditions and 
operations and providing 
directions regarding 
outflows, as well as 
forecasts and flood 
warnings      

Proposed revisions to 
agreements or 
establishment of new 
agreements as needed 

EC input to Annual 
Reports (Board and 
Canada Water Act) 

Municipal water 
supply agency 
officials

Other stakeholders, 
including permanent 
and seasonal 
waterfront residents, 
recreational users, 
tourism and 
commercial fishing 
organizations, First 
Nations, commercial 
navigation, hydro-
irrigated agriculture 
practitioners 

US government 
water resource 
management board 
members (e.g., 
USACE, USGS)

Expected Result 1.2  
Threats to Canada’s 
water resources and 
aquatic ecosystems 

are minimized and the 
sustainability of the 

resource is maintained. 

Preparation of reports 
on studies of water 
basin conditions  

Tools, guidelines and 
trend analysis for 
sustainable water 
management 

Key risks in inter-
jurisdictional 
waters are 
reduced 

International Joint 
Commission 
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Annex 2 
Evaluation Methodology  

Document Review 

Relevant documentation related to EC’s involvement in the water boards was reviewed, 
and the key points relating to the evaluation questions were identified and summarized. 
Examples of documents reviewed include: 

 2013 evaluation of the Hydrological Service and Water Survey Program, recent 
CESD audits related to water monitoring  

 Program work plans, budgets and reporting presentations  
 Program overview presentations or strategic documents 
 Agendas and records of decision from EC water committee meetings, including 

relevant presentations and documents 
 Agreements with provincial and territorial partners, IJC 
 Websites for the various water boards and the IJC 
 Policy and legislative documents 
 Canada Water Act annual reports 
 International River Improvements Act annual reports 
 Departmental Performance Reports and Reports on Plans and Priorities 
 Speeches from the Throne, budget documents 

A summary worksheet was prepared to organize and cross reference key points in the 
documents to the evaluation questions as well as highlight any issues for follow-up in 
key informant interviews. Additional documents were identified and reviewed as work 
progressed on the evaluation, especially as a by-product of key informant interviews.  
 

On-line Survey of External Water Board Members and IJC Board Advisors  

An on-line survey of non-EC board members and IJC board liaisons was conducted as 
part of the evaluation. The survey was sent to all current non-EC members participating 
on domestic and international water boards as well as IJC engineering advisors and 
liaisons for the boards. The survey questionnaire was designed to capture feedback on 
the efficiency and effectiveness of both the secretariat services provided by EC and the 
performance related to EC’s board and committee membership. The survey primarily 
focused on the last three years, to place a greater emphasis on the most current years in 
the study period and to ease the burden on respondents. The survey also served to 
capture performance data relative to the client satisfaction indicator identified in the 
2013-14 Performance Measurement Framework, as referenced in section 2.5. The 
recently designed survey of the National Administrators Table (for the Water Survey of 
Canada) was reviewed in the development of the questionnaire to identify any common 
questions that would benefit from being asked as part of the evaluation. The survey 
sample, including contact information, was developed from the board membership lists 
posted on the websites of the various water boards. The sample was reviewed and 
sorted to identify any individuals who participate on more than one board. The 
questionnaire design accommodated this possibility by asking respondents about their 
involvement in different water boards separately, to a maximum of three boards. In the 
event of any one individual being involved in more than three boards, the questionnaire 
was programmed to randomly select three water boards. 
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During the survey design, an effort was made to limit the length of the questionnaire by 
only including those questions that were important to addressing the evaluation issues. 
Minimizing respondent burden was important in order to maximize the response rate and 
because a small subset of individuals was also contacted to participate in a follow-up 
interview. The on-line survey was conducted prior to the key informant interviews so that 
issues identified in the survey could be explored in greater depth in the interviews.    
 

Key Informant Interviews  

In-depth key informant interviews offered the advantages of providing informed opinion 
and observations on the evaluation questions and assisting in the interpretation and 
understanding of qualitative and quantitative data from other lines of enquiry.   

A total of 31 key informant interviews were conducted, with a little more than half of the 
interviews being conducted with internal stakeholders (i.e., EC employees) and the 
remainder with external stakeholders. The interviews provided insight on all evaluation 
questions, but had a particular focus on the questions related to the achievement of 
outcomes and efficiency and economy. The categories of respondents and the 
estimated number of interviews per category are shown below: 

 EC senior management (DG, RDG, ADM): n = 3 
 EC program managers, staff involved in the provision of secretariat services and 

support to the boards, and staff participating on boards: n = 17 
This included a mix of individuals from the different branches within the 
Department that are involved in this work, those involved in international and 
domestic boards, and those who participate as chairs, co-chairs or active board 
or related committee or task team members.     

 External water board members: n = 7 
This included external board members on international and domestic boards from 
various government jurisdictions and the private sector, e.g., the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers, provincial government representatives, power 
companies, and other federal government departments. Interviews with board 
members supplemented data collected in the survey of water board members 
described above. 

 IJC representatives and staff: n = 4  
This included IJC secretaries and technical advisors (3 Canada, 1 US).  

 

A customized, open-ended guide was developed for each category of interviewee. For 
interviews with EC staff, there were several individuals who fell into both the board 
member and program manager categories. As such, only one interview guide was 
designed for these two types of interviewees. Questions were asked or skipped as 
appropriate, depending on the individual respondent’s role and experience with the 
WRMU program. Interviewees received a copy of the interview guide in advance of the 
interview, to allow them to review and reflect on the questions. Notes from the interviews 
were organized by interview question/evaluation issue and interviewee category for 
analytic purposes. This facilitated the identification of themes and trends in responses, 
as well as any notable similarities or differences in the attitudes and opinions of different 
sub-groups of respondents.   
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 Annex 3 
Summary of Findings59 

Evaluation 
Question 

Acceptable 
Opportunity 

for 
Improvement 

Attention 
Required 

Not 
Applicable 

Relevance:  

1. Continued need for the program.  ●    

2. Aligned to federal government 
priorities. ●    

3. Program consistent with federal 
roles and responsibilities. ●    

Performance:  

4. Achievement of intended 
outcomes. ●    

5. Unintended outcomes.    ● 

6. Utilization of resources is 
reasonable in relation to the 
production of outputs and progress 
toward expected outcomes. 

 ●   

7. Governance structures are clear, 
appropriate and efficient for 
achieving expected results. 

 ●   

8. Performance data are being 
collected and reported.  ●   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
59 The rating symbols and their significance are outlined in Table 4 on page 9. 
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Annex 4 
Description of Water Management Boards 

 
Domestic (Inter-jurisdictional) Water Boards 
 
Ottawa River Regulation Planning Board (ORRPB) 
 In 1983, Canada, Quebec and Ontario signed the Agreement Respecting Ottawa River Basin 

Regulation. Under the terms of the Agreement, the ORRPB was established to plan and 
recommend regulation criteria for the 13 principal reservoirs of the basin, taking into account 
flood protection, hydroelectric power production and other interests. Supported by a 
regulating committee and secretariat, the ORRPB endeavours to ensure that the integrated 
management of the reservoirs provides protection against flooding along the Ottawa River, its 
tributaries, and its channels in the Montreal region. EC is a board member and provides the 
secretariat.   

Prairie Provinces Water Board (PPWB) 
 In 1969, the governments of Canada, Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba signed the 

Master Agreement on Apportionment (MAA) to facilitate the equitable apportionment and 
protection of eastward-flowing interprovincial rivers, streams and groundwater, in terms of 
both quantity and quality of water. The Agreement also fosters the cooperation of the parties 
in interprovincial water management. EC has one member on the board (Chair) and the 
permanent Committees on Groundwater and Water Quality. In addition, the Committee on 
Hydrology has two members from EC to represent both hydrometric and meteorological 
monitoring programs. EC conducts the surface water quantity and quality monitoring required 
to support the MAA. The PPWB secretariat is housed within the Department, and appropriate 
costs are shared by the four governments. 

Mackenzie River Basin Board (MRBB) 
 The governments of Canada, British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, the Northwest 

Territories and Yukon signed the Mackenzie River Basin Transboundary Waters Master 
Agreement in July 1997. The Master Agreement endorses the principle of managing water 
resources for future generations to maintain the ecological integrity of the aquatic ecosystem. 
It provides for early and effective consultation on potential developments and activities in the 
basin that could affect the integrity of the aquatic ecosystem. It also contains provisions for 
seven sets of bilateral agreements between adjacent jurisdictions in the basin. EC is the chair 
and houses the secretariat. Secretariat costs are shared by two federal departments (EC, 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada) and the five P/T jurisdictions. 

Lake of the Woods Control Board (LWCB) 
 Established in 1919, the LWCB is responsible for the regulation of levels in Lake of the 

Woods and Lac Seul and flows in the Winnipeg and English rivers downstream from these 
lakes to their junction. In addition, when the level of Lac Seul exceeds certain specified 
levels, the LWCB controls the diversion of water from Lake St. Joseph (Albany system) into 
Lac Seul. The LWCB does not fall under the Canada Water Act. Rather, its authority is 
defined by concurrent Canada–Ontario–Manitoba legislation (The Lake of the Woods Control 
Board Act, 1921; The Lake of the Woods Control Board Act, 1922; The Lake of the Woods 
Control Board Act, 1958) and is further mandated by a Canada–US treaty (1925 Convention 
and Protocol relating to Lake of the Woods) since Lake of the Woods is an international 
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boundary body of water. In 2012, the federal member was the chair and EC housed the 
secretariat. This is a provincial-federal board, with one-third federal funding.   

 
International Water Boards 
 
International Joint Commission Water Boards – established by the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty 
International Red River Board (IRRB) 
 The governments of Canada and the US established the International Red River Board 

pursuant to the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 in response to the 1997 Red River flood. In 
2001, to ensure a more ecosystemic approach to transboundary water issues and to achieve 
operational efficiencies in the conduct of IJC responsibilities, the IJC combined the ongoing 
activities and membership of the International Souris-Red Rivers Engineering Board and the 
International Red River Pollution Board into the International Red River Board. EC provides 
the co-chair, a member (currently vacant) and the co-secretary for the board. The US co-lead 
is the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Department has members on the 
International Red River Board committees on Hydrology, Water Quality and Aquatic 
Ecosystems. 

International St. Lawrence River Board of Control (ISLRBC) 
 The main duty of the International St. Lawrence River Board of Control is to ensure that 

outflows from Lake Ontario meet the requirements of the IJC. Activities related to these 
responsibilities include supporting studies to develop and operate the regulation plan and 
monitoring the gauging and control facilities. The board has a strong technical function in: 
directing flow releases in the St. Lawrence River on at least a weekly basis; daily monitoring 
of water levels and flows; balancing upstream-downstream interests; and considering impacts 
on key sectors, including hydro-electricity, shipping, Port of Montreal operations, shoreline 
property and environment. It is also involved in public outreach. EC’s role is to provide a 
board co-chair, a secretary, two regulation representatives, technicians and a staff member 
assisting with outreach. The US co-lead is USACE. 

International Niagara Board of Control (INBOC) 
 The International Niagara Board of Control was established in 1953 to provide advice on 

matters related to the IJC’s responsibilities for water levels and flows in the Niagara River. 
The board’s main duties are to oversee water levels regulation in the Chippawa-Grass Island 
Pool and installation of the Lake Erie-Niagara River ice boom. The board also collaborates 
with the International Niagara Committee, a body created by the 1950 Niagara Treaty to 
determine the amount of water available for the Falls and power generation. Work therefore 
includes liaison and overlap with the International Niagara Committee including a strong 
technical function in supervising water level operations. The EC role is to provide a board co-
chair, a secretary and members of the technical working committee. The US co-lead is 
USACE. 

International Lake Superior Board of Control  
 The International Lake Superior Board of Control is responsible for setting Lake Superior 

outflows and overseeing the operation of the various control works. Activities related to these 
responsibilities include conducting studies to develop and improve the regulation plan, 
monitoring repairs and maintenance of the control facilities, and directing flow measurements 
in the St. Mary River for the purpose of determining the discharge capacities of the various 
control works. There is a strong technical function in managing the monthly discharge into the 
lower lakes, balancing lake levels between lakes Superior and Michigan-Huron, and 
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considering impacts on key sectors, including hydro-electricity, shipping and port operations, 
shoreline property and environment. EC’s role is to provide a board co-chair, a secretary, a 
regulation representative and technical support. The US co-lead is USACE. 

Accredited Officer for the St. Mary-Milk Rivers  
 The Boundary Waters Treaty provides for apportionment of the waters of the St. Mary and 

Milk Rivers between Canada and the US. The measurement and apportionment of the water 
is carried out jointly by Accredited Officers appointed by governments and acting under the 
direction of the IJC. An accredited officer is appointed from EC on recommendation of the 
Minister. This role includes a strong technical function in support of bi-national apportionment 
agreement, and impacts on agriculture through irrigation. EC’s role is to provide an 
accredited officer, a field representative, a district engineer and hydrometric staff. The US 
counterpart on the board is the US Geological Survey (USGS).   

Great Lakes Water Quality Board (GLWQB) 
 In 1978, the governments of Canada and the US entered into an Agreement on Great Lakes 

Water Quality, under which they assigned special responsibilities and functions to the IJC. 
The Great Lakes Water Quality Board was one of two bi-national boards established under 
the Agreement to advise the IJC. EC provides the co-chair and secretariat. The US co-chair 
is the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

International Rainy-Lake of the Woods Watershed Board (IRLWWB) 
 The International Rainy-Lake of the Woods Watershed Board was created in April 2013 from 

a merger of the IJC’s International Rainy River Water Pollution Board and International Rainy 
Lake Board of Control. The IJC gave the board an expanded mandate to monitor aquatic 
ecosystem health in all the boundary waters upstream, including Lake of the Woods. The 20 
local and government agency board members work closely with each other, and with local 
stakeholders, to address ecosystem issues under the International Watersheds Initiative. The 
federal jurisdiction is to provide monitoring and reporting on water quality in boundary waters, 
which is reported to the board. A Water Levels Committee monitors water levels and flows to 
avoid the occurrence of emergency conditions on the Rainy and Namakan chain of lakes. 
The committee monitors lake levels and outflows from the dams at Kettle Falls and 
International Falls-Fort Frances to ensure that the levels of the lakes are maintained within 
the range prescribed by an IJC order. The board co-chair, secretary, and water level 
committee chair are from EC; the regulation engineering advisor is from the LWCB in 
exchange for EC’s housing of the LWCB secretariat. The US co-lead is USACE. 

International Souris River Board  
 The IJC combined the ongoing responsibilities of the International Souris River Board of 

Control and the Souris River aspects of the International Souris-Red Rivers Engineering 
Board mandates into the International Souris River Board. The board operates under a 
directive from the IJC dated April 11, 2002. The board monitors the apportionment of waters 
of the Souris River at its two international boundary crossings consistent with the 1989 
Canada-United States Agreement for Water Supply and Flood Control in the Souris River 
Basin. The board also helps to implement and review the Joint Water Quality Monitoring 
Program pursuant to the Agreement. In addition, the board keeps the IJC informed of water 
use and water-related development activities in the basin, such as oversight of flood 
forecasting and operations. EC provides a board member and a co-secretary. US co-chairs 
come from the North Dakota State Water Commission and the USGS. 
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International Osoyoos Lake Board of Control   
 Zosel Dam, owned and operated by Washington State, regulates the levels of Osoyoos Lake. 

The International Osoyoos Lake Board of Control supervises the operation of the dam to 
ensure compliance with the conditions of IJC Orders of Approval. Using EC and USGS 
stations, board secretaries report water levels and flows to the board in order to monitor 
applicant compliance with the IJC Orders. They also communicate declarations of drought 
and a range of public and key stakeholder interests to the IJC. EC’s role is to provide a board 
co-chair and a board secretary. The US counterpart on the board (co-chair and secretary) is 
the USGS.   

International Kootenay Lake Board of Control   
 The International Kootenay Lake Board of Control supervises the operation of Corra Linn 

Dam to ensure compliance with the IJC Order for Kootenay Lake. Lake level information is 
reported to the board by board secretaries using data from Environment Canada stations and 
stations maintained by the dam operator. The board reviews the data and verifies 
compliance.  The board secretariat also makes a declaration regarding the onset of spring-
rise (freshet) conditions with the concurrence of the dam operator. The IJC Order for 
Kootenay Lake pre-dates the establishment of Columbia River Treaty dams located up-
stream of Kootenay Lake – Libby Dam in Montana and Duncan Dam in BC. The Columbia 
River Treaty (CRT) speaks to respecting the terms of the IJC Order for Kootenay Lake, but 
operational decisions under the CRT can and have resulted in an inability for the applicant 
(Corra Linn Dam) to meet seasonal water level targets specified in the IJC Order (particularly 
pre-freshet low water targets). The board provides a liaison function between the IJC and 
CRT operations in this regard. EC’s role is to provide a board co-chair and a secretary. Our 
US counterpart on the board (co-chair and secretary) is USACE. 

International Columbia River Board of Control   
 The International Columbia River Board of Control monitors and reports annually on the 

effects of the operation of the Grand Coulee Dam and its reservoir, Franklin D. Roosevelt 
Lake, on water levels and flows at the boundary. Unresolved differences arising under the 
1961 Columbia River Treaty between Canada and the US may be referred by either party to 
the IJC for decision. EC’s role is to provide a board co-chair. The US co-lead is the USGS. 

International St. Croix River Watershed Board   
 The International St. Croix River Watershed Board works with basin stakeholders to help 

prevent and resolve environmental disputes. It reports on compliance with water quality 
objectives, pollution control programs and fishery restoration efforts. In addition, the board 
ensures that privately owned dams on the St. Croix River at Forest City, Vanceboro, Grand 
Falls and Milltown operate consistently with conditions set by IJC orders of approval. The 
board also oversees the IJC order of approval for the dam located at Grand Falls in the 
adjacent St. John River basin. Monitoring of water quality is reported to the board. EC’s role 
is to provide a board co-chair, a secretary and a Water Quality member. The US co-lead is 
USACE. 

Poplar River Bilateral Monitoring Committee 
 The Poplar River Bilateral Monitoring Committee was established on September 23, 1980, 

and is composed of government representatives from Canada and the US, as well as one 
public ex-officio member from both the US and Canada. The Committee currently reports to 
ministers and oversees monitoring programs to evaluate the potential for transboundary 
impacts from the Coronach Power generating station and its operations. 
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Other International Water Boards 
International Lake of the Woods Control Board (ILWCB) 
 The 1925 Convention and Protocol established the International Lake of the Woods Control 

Board (and the LWCB) on earlier recommendations from the IJC. The board approves the 
rate of total discharge of water from Lake of the Woods when lake levels rise above or fall 
below certain elevations. Concurrent with the federal member of the Canadian Lake of the 
Woods Control Board, it focuses on emergency water levels management (high and low) and 
impacts on shoreline property and environment. The Canadian member on the board (the co-
chair) is provided by EC. The US co-lead is USACE. 

International Niagara Committee (INC) 
 The International Niagara Committee (which is not an IJC Board) was established by the 

Treaty of 1950 between Canada and the United States concerning uses of the waters of the 
Niagara River. The Treaty specifies the minimum amount of water that must flow over 
Niagara Falls at different times to preserve its scenic beauty and establishes limitations 
governing the diversions of water for hydro-electric power generation. The INC is responsible 
for administering the terms of the Treaty and reports to the two governments on an annual 
basis. The INC consists of two members, one appointed by each country. The INC is 
supported by an on-site representative from each country and the INBOC, which provides the 
necessary monitoring and technical support required to administer the Treaty. EC provides 
the Canadian member, an on-site representative, and technical support for the Committee. 

Coordinating Committee on Great Lakes Basic Hydraulic and Hydrologic Data 
(CCGLBHHD) 
 The Coordinating Committee on Great Lakes Basic Hydraulic and Hydrologic Data was 

established to ensure that relevant agencies of the United States and Canada had a 
mechanism for agreeing on past and present data concerns related to Great Lakes hydraulic 
and hydrologic data. This committee, consisting of six members, serves in an advisory 
capacity to the agencies of the United States and Canada that are charged with the 
responsibility for collecting and compiling Great Lakes hydraulic and hydrologic data. Three 
subcommittees—the Vertical Control-Water Levels Subcommittee, the Hydraulics 
Subcommittee, and the Hydrology Subcommittee—as well as ad-hoc working groups carry 
out the technical work in support of the Coordinating Committee. EC provides a co-chair and 
secretary for the Committee as well as members and associates for its subcommittees and 
ad-hoc working groups. 

 
 


