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In July of 2011 the Council of the Rural Municipality of Victoria Beach appointed a 
committee to advise it on shoreline issues in the Municipality. This RM of Victoria 
Beach Council Advisory Committee on Shoreline and Beach Management (the 
Committee) consists of seven municipal residents, representation from the 
Manitoba Shoreline Erosion Technical Committee (SETC), and an independent 
Chairperson. 1  
 
The mandate contained in the Committee’s terms of reference2 consists of the 
following tasks: 

 To canvass the opinions and perspectives of community residents; 
 To consult with expertise familiar with the types of shoreline issues 

confronting the RM; 
 To produce a report that documents the publics’ views, the specifics of local 

shoreline problems, ideas originating in the community for solving these 
problems, and experience gained in similar situations elsewhere; and 

 To make recommendations to the RM Council on possible models for erosion 
control, beach preservation and flood protection; on possible regulations that 
could facilitate a “made in Victoria Beach” approach; and on public education 
programs focused on shoreline management issues.  

 
The public input to the Committee’s work originates from three sources: oral 
presentations to public hearings held by the committee, written submissions 
received from residents (including e-mails), and any written comments from 
respondents to a questionnaire3 commissioned by the RM council and distributed to 
all residents of the RM. 
 
In addition the committee as a group has toured all shoreline areas of the 
municipality on land as well as by boat. The committee during its shoreline tour and 
on other occasions spoke with residents who were interested in discussing their 
particular shoreline issues.    
 
The following report presents a summary of the content from the three streams of 
feedback.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Committee held 3 public hearings at the Victoria Beach Seniors’ Centre on July 
24th and 28th and August 8th. All three sessions were well attended and a total of 38 
oral presentations were received.4  

                                                        
1 Committee membership is listed in Attachment 1.  
2 The Terms of Reference, issued by the RM Council, are contained in Attachment 2.  
3 A copy of the questionnaire is appended as Attachment 3 
4 A list of presenters is contained in Attachment 4. 
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There were 11 written submissions and 18 e-mails addressed to the committee.5 
Written comments on more than 250 survey responses were analyzed as of 
September 9th; the deadline for response is September 15th.  
 
This report has been organized to document each of the sources of community 
response separately. For its reporting on the public hearings the committee grouped 
the feedback into three categories: those areas on which there appeared to be 
general agreement (and that does not mean that every presenter raised the 
particular point, or that there was absolute unanimity of opinion), areas about 
which there is clearly differences of opinion, and ideas that were raised by a limited 
number of individuals which did not fit into either of the first two categories. The 
survey comments are not so categorized because the responses will be statistically 
analyzed professionally and a report presented to council from that source at some 
future date. The committee’s analysis was of a more general nature, noting whether 
or not the survey comments reinforced points raised at our hearings, and focusing 
on ideas that were not raised at the hearings. A similar approach was taken to 
written submissions including e-mails.  
 
Since this is a summary of what we heard at our hearings, and from the other two 
sources, the committee exercised discretion in distilling many hours and many 
pages of information into a brief but we hope accurate document. There are no 
attributions in this report. The summary statements of converging and diverging 
views we heard at the public hearings are the committee’s attempt to synthesize a 
number of statements into one, and represent our interpretation, for which we take 
full responsibility. A summary report cannot hope to capture every detail of the 
public presentations; we have tried to capture the highlights. 
 
Although our final report, due in December, is to contain recommendations to 
council, the committee identified some issues that it felt were time sensitive and 
that should be brought to council’s attention as soon as possible. We have therefore 
made 3 interim recommendations to the RM and these appear in the last section of 
this report.  
  
 
THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
The following points appear to have general community acceptance:6 
 

                                                        
5 The written submission and e-mail authors are listed in Attachment 5.   
6 This does not imply unanimity of opinion but represents a judgment by the 
committee; these points represent potential common ground upon which the 
community can build a “made in Victoria Beach” solution to local shoreline 
problems.  
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 Everyone loves the beaches of Victoria Beach. It is one thing that everybody 
has in common and that is integral to the shared sense of community. 

 Regardless of view held on what should or should not be done to deal with 
shoreline issues, the policies and decisions should be science based.  

 The RM Council needs to engage appropriate world class, neutral technical 
expertise on the shoreline issues to inform its future actions. 

 Lower lake levels than those experienced in 2010 and 2011 are critical to the 
future shoreline health in the RM.  

 Manitoba Hydro needs to be brought more fully into the discussion of 
immediate remedies, and there needs to be a critical and neutral appraisal of 
modifying the operating regime to better accommodate shoreline concerns. 
The RM Council needs to participate in the upcoming hearings of the 
Manitoba Clean Environment Commission on the possible finalizing of 
Hydro’s operating license for the regulation of Lake Winnipeg.7  

 Although there were differing views on the potential for a compromise 
solution to the property protection vs. beach preservation controversy, if 
there is such a solution it would have widespread support. The committee 
was urged to “find a solution that works for everyone”. 

 Those opposing structural solutions still expressed empathy for lake front 
property owners affected by 2010-2011 storm events. The right to protect 
private property was not disputed, although the limits to such actions clearly 
were.  

 There is also recognition that “not one size fits all” and that each beach area 
is affected differently because of its geography (wind exposure, currents, 
location relative to other landforms, etc.) and geology (soil types, soil profile, 
terrain, rocks, etc.). This in turns leads to the conclusion that decisions must 
be grounded in an informed scientific understanding of the forces at work in 
each location.  

 There seemed to be significant support for “thinking big”, to not limit the 
possible options, at least initially, by cost considerations. That wasn’t an 
invitation to ignore the monetary implications, and several ideas were 
presented for future funding (and of course there was no consensus on just 
what might be funded in the future).  

 There is probably no “magic bullet” to make everyone happy but if there is to 
be a resolution of the outstanding shoreline issues, it will have to involve the 
full community. The “made in Victoria Beach” label seems to have struck a 
chord with most participants. The community is at a crossroad – where to go 
from here is a critical decision point.  

 The RM needs to develop a comprehensive plan that goes beyond dealing 
with individual situations on an ad hoc, case by case basis. 

 Non-confrontational community dialogue can have a useful role to play in 
developing an overall plan.  

                                                        
7 As of this writing no dates have yet been established for these hearings.  
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 The RM also requires a contemporary, more formally described, transparent 
and consistent process by which to assess and control proposed changes to 
shoreline.  

 
The following issues are clearly points of disagreement in the community:  
 

 There is obvious disagreement concerning property “rights” including the 
actual legal constraints associated with the various types of property 
ownership in the RM (and there are several), and the possible use of 
municipal or crown land to construct protection works. One such issue is 
already before the courts. Some suggested a community referendum should 
be held if it is proposed to construct any private protection works on crown 
land.  

 The nature of the interaction of revetments and beaches was a matter of 
dispute. On the one hand specific local examples and experience were cited 
to confirm both the effectiveness of revetments in preventing erosion while 
not adversely affecting beaches; and on the other scientific literature was 
referenced to support the view that revetments destroyed adjacent beaches.  

 What should be done about eroding shoreline upland of the local beaches is a 
question about which there is a sharp division of opinion. Most lakefront 
property owners favor a structural intervention, while several presenters 
advocated letting nature take its course. Beach replenishment and moving 
lakefront cottages were two alternatives to structural approaches that were 
presented; the latter being criticized by some as being infeasible. 
Government acquisition of at-risk properties over time was also suggested. 

 The Lake Winnipeg Shoreline Management Handbook published by the 
Province of Manitoba was quoted to support divergent opinions indicating 
there is disagreement about what the handbook actually says (or means).  

 
A number of interesting and useful ideas, observations and opinions were presented 
at the hearings that did not fit into either category of consensus or dispute but 
were certainly worthy of note: 
 

 One suggestion for criteria to be met by any shoreline protection: 
1. Emulates successful examples 
2. Affordable 
3. Compatible with the environment 
4. Has an acceptable (not too large) footprint 

 Some complaints were raised about the current RM process for vetting 
proposed projects. 

 No credible study has been conducted of feasibility and costs of 
relocating/moving some shoreline cottages.   

 Specific proposals were presented for the following: 
1. Beach replenishment using the Amphibex ice breaking/dredging machine 

to add sand to beaches; 
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2. Corrugated sheet metal as bank facing to dissipate wave energy; 
3. Steep slope bank armoring utilizing bank toe reinforcement. 

 2000 Shoreline Advisory Committee report recommended provincial 
legislation to govern shoreline management; this recommendation was not 
implemented.  

 Regularized monitoring of beaches and shoreline is required so that changes 
can be tracked in a systematized way. 

 Install a gauge at the pier as a handy reference for anyone wanting to know 
the real-time lake level.  

 Possible sources of funding to carry out studies and actions: 
1. The government of Manitoba 
2. The government of Canada 
3. Cottagers and residents (shoreline only for some costs, all ratepayers for 

others) 
4. Private-Public Partnerships 

 Preserve remaining municipal shoreline land. 
 The committee’s mission is to “save our sand, protect our homes”. 
 Highway 59 at the south end of the RM and Sunset Blvd. from the clubhouse 

to the pier were cited as examples of revetments that work as evidenced by 
the beaches alongside these roadways (disputed by other presenter 
indicating that beach along 59 is a sand spit and not susceptible to erosion). 

 The study of Elk Island for useful analogous information about beach 
processes was recommended.  

 Some guidance for dealing with shoreline issues: 
1. Delineate and manage risk 
2. Balance short and long-term benefits from any actions 
3. Monitor to track what’s happening. 

 The process of completing a new development plan for the RM scheduled for  
this fall offers an opportunity to take a broader and more systematic view of 
shoreline issues.  

 Although better more up-to-date bylaws may be required to meet current 
shoreline challenges, the municipality needs to enforce its existing by-laws 
that relate to activities affecting the shoreline (implying that it does not now 
systematically do so). 

 Protecting property, private and public, upland from the beaches is an 
important element in beach conservation and requires more attention 
(discouraging or banning vegetation removal in sensitive areas, active re-
forestation, etc.).  

 The committee should consider holding a hearing in Winnipeg this fall to 
accommodate VB ratepayers unable to attend the July-August hearings in 
Victoria Beach.  

 The committee should send a copy of its report to Ministers and officials of 
the Manitoba Departments of Water Stewardship and Conservation.  
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 Lake Winnipeg fishermen are a good source of anecdotal information on the 
currents; sediment transportation and other forces at work in the lake over 
their many years of experience.  

 
 
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS (INCLUDING E-MAILS) 
 
A total of 12 written submissions (not presented at the public hearings) and 19 e-
mails were received and reviewed by the committee. Much of the content reiterated 
what we had already heard at the hearings; however there were some thoughts that 
were either completely new or that stood out more forcefully than what was 
presented publicly. 
 

 Some strong concerns were expressed about the questionnaire distributed 
to VB cottagers and residents. These included that some of the questions 
concerning preferences were premature and that the survey risked over 
simplifying very complex issues.  

 There should be a provincial regulatory body charged with regulating all 
shoreline protection works.  

 There were “rebuttals” presented to some of the technical information 
presented at the public hearings.  

 Criteria were suggested for evaluating any potential solutions: 
1. They respect & address the interests and values of all VB residents; 
2. Based on best practices; 
3. Grounded in recommendations from independent experts; 
4. Specific to the geography of each area; 
5. Give serious and due consideration of environmental impacts; and, 
6. Take future generations into account. 

 The RM should develop an educational document(s) for residents about 
shoreline issues and possible remedies.  

 The RM needs to prepare and document a case to take forward to the up-
coming Lake Winnipeg Regulation hearings of the Manitoba Clean 
Environment Commission.  

 Many of today’s problems have resulted from unplanned or poorly planned 
past development. The RM needs better zoning and associated development 
controls going forward with a view to severely restricting future 
development in the municipality.  

 Beach and shoreline management is “not a one-time deal”. It is an on-going 
activity that requires continuous attention.  

 Residents of VB need to be kept up to date with what is happening. What 
plans have been approved? What is the status of legal proceedings? What 
options are being explored? Are there plans/options to deal with damge 
already done to beaches?  

 
 



 8 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The questionnaire distributed to residents was prepared by and for the RM Council. 
The committee felt, notwithstanding that there has been some criticism of its timing 
and content, it would be useful to review the written comments accompanying 
many of the surveys; and to summarize what we gleaned from the review of these 
comments provided by respondents (rather than the multiple choice answers to the 
survey questions). In doing so we have emphasized those highlights that either 
strongly reinforce (or contradict) what we have already heard, and any other points 
that offered fresh insight.  
 

 The survey results strongly reinforced the opposing views concerning 
shoreline protection and beach preservation that were voiced at the public 
hearings. If anything, the divide as expressed in the survey was even deeper 
than what the committee had received through the verbal and written 
submissions. 

 Consistent with our other sources, there were a diversity of views on who 
should pay for whatever actions are required to deal with shoreline issues.  

  There was also a much more forceful expression of displeasure with the 
present operating regime of the lake, the need for lower lake levels on a more 
consistent basis and the need to force Hydro to take more responsibility for 
the shoreline effects. This was the strongest theme of the feedback, with no 
dissenting views. 

 The committee’s time frame was considered by some to be unrealistic and 
that the work was far too complex to complete a final report and 
recommendations by December 2011. 

 Some respondents were critical of the survey – either that there was a bias in 
the questions asked, or that it was premature given the level of 
understanding of shoreline issues in the community.  

  The questionnaire responses revealed a strong sentiment that the Province 
needed to be involved in shoreline management – more than it is perceived 
to be at the present time.  

 Many feel that areas of sandy banks are being threatened by excessive traffic, 
and that more needs to be done to ensure more responsible use. The 
restoration and preservation of shoreline vegetation was an issue also raised 
by several responders. 

 Many responses highlighted the need for a better scientific understanding of 
specific shoreline situations in the RM and the need to engage technical 
expertise to advise the RM.  

 
 
OBSERVATIONS 
 
The committee is at this stage simply reporting on what was presented to us by the 
community through the medium of our 3 public hearings, written submissions and 
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e-mails and results to date from the RM questionnaire to residents. None of this 
material represents a point of view or position of the committee. We are, as we were 
urged to do by several presenters at the hearings, keeping an open mind.  
 
We did however, make several observations at the hearings, and did form some 
general conclusions as we digested the large volume of material presented to us.  
 
The demeanor of the presenters and the audience at the hearings impressed us all. 
This was truly a community dialogue. A respectful ear was given the presenters, 
who in turn were articulate and well prepared. Several attendees indicated to us 
that they felt a touch of the community spirit at the three hearings, so strong in the 
past but under strain in recent months. We felt that this was a good start to our 
work. 
 
We also had a strong sense that the community recognizes that the committee’s 
work can only provide support to what has to be a local solution to a local problem. 
We used (perhaps overused) the phrase “made in Victoria Beach solution”; but it did 
seem to strike a positive note with VB residents.  Nonetheless it is clear that there 
remain deep divisions in the community.  
 
Although we heard a great deal from residents of the Victoria Beach Restricted Area, 
we also received feedback from other areas of the municipality. We are continuing 
to include the entire municipality in our mandate and are looking at the situation in 
all areas. And we have not concluded that there are any areas without unresolved 
shoreline and/or flooding issues. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The committee felt that the first two issues outlined below required urgent 
attention and had strong community support, and the third, from our initial review, 
was also worthy of action in the short-term from the Victoria Beach Council. 
Therefore, although our final report will contain recommendations, we felt that 
these three issues were time-sensitive enough to warrant our making three interim 
recommendations at this early stage of our work, as follows:  
 

1. There is both the necessity and urgency for the RM Council to hire 
competent, neutral technical expertise to advise it - we concluded that this 
function needed to be adequately funded to be effective, and that it seemed 
to us unwise to rush into a shoreline pilot project as envisaged by the 
agreement between the RM and Manitoba Water Stewardship, in advance of 
having access to this technical advice. Therefore we have recommended to 
the RM that it seek permission from the Province to allocate as much of the 
agreement grant as is necessary to fund technical expertise.8.  

                                                        
8 Attachment 6 
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2. It is important that the RM make a presentation to the public hearings of the 
Manitoba Clean Environment Commission on the regulation of Lake 
Winnipeg by Manitoba Hydro (the committee inferred this conclusion from 
the widely held community view that Manitoba Hydro bore some 
responsibility for shoreline issues while using the lake as a reservoir for 
power production). We have recommended that the RM prepare a 
presentation to the CEC hearings now in order to be ready when the hearing 
dates are announced. 9 

3. In examining maps of the municipality it was evident that the Province of 
Manitoba has control over a significant amount of shoreline in the RM. We 
believe it would be unfortunate if the Province allowed, either through 
formal approval or lack of oversight, the establishment of permanent works 
on this shoreline prior to council, assisted by competent technical advice, 
putting in place a broader shoreline and beach management plan. Hence we 
have recommended that the RM request the Province to actively pursue its 
oversight of shoreline under its control to prevent such ad hoc actions.10  

 
 
The committee is committed to complete its work in a timely manner. At the same 
time it is becoming apparent that tackling such a complex and important set of 
issues as set out in our mandate is a daunting task for a volunteer committee – a fact 
remarked on by several members of the community. We will do our best to 
complete our report with recommendations on time, but will not compromise the 
outcome if more time is required.   
 
 
 
 

NOTE: Copies of all attachments for this report are 
accessible through the Rural Municipality of Victoria 
Beach Website 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
9 Attachment 7 
10 Attachment 8 












































