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KETTLE RIVER WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN: A CRITIQUE

Article Overview

In 2010 the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary began a process for a Kettle River Watershed
Management Plan (KRWMP). The Plan was finalized and published 2014/2015.
This article critiques the manner in which this process was initiated, the inadequate Terms of Reference
and critical gaps, errors and omissions in the Technical Assessment (Summit Environmental Report) and
the KRWMP Report.
The following article also criticizes the adequacy of the Plan in addressing current and future issues
affecting the Kettle Watershed and in creating full public awareness of those issues.
The KRWMP is less a “Management Plan” than a limited overview of the issues, lacking concrete actions
to address the issues, and a Plan which largely suggests other levels of Government do what is needed.
“A river is water in its loveliest form: rivers have life and sound and
movement and infinity of variation, rivers are veins of the earth through
which the lifeblood returns to the heart.”
Roderick Haig Brown

Drone view of Kettle River near Myers Creek.

See youtube video link for full drone flight here

The Background

In March 2011 The Kettle River hit #1 on the Outdoor Recreation Council of BC’s List of Endangered
Rivers. The Kettle reached this sorry position after climbing up the list over several years, having been #2
in 2010.
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The major issues of the time had been in play for several years and included:








Big White Ski Area, proposed water withdrawals.
Uranium Mining proposals close to the Kettle.
Cascade Canyon/Falls dam & diversion project. Proposed some years prior, then delayed but still
a threat.
Kettle River low flows and high temperatures affecting fish, with excessive agricultural irrigation
use a suspect.
Range cattle contamination of public land streams.
Water quality issues, e.g. levels of heavy metals and substances found bioaccumulating in fresh
water mussels in the Kettle.
Logging practices around streams affecting flows, temperatures and cattle access to streams.

These issues and more are covered extensively (except the earlier Cascade Canyon proposal) on our
website;
www.boundaryalliance.org
Although various voices had called for a Kettle Watershed Plan in earlier years to address potential
flooding issues and the Cascade proposal, no serious public discussion began until the public fight
against the Big White proposal and Uranium mining influenced local politicians. While some called for
the BC Ministry of Environment (MOE) to conduct a Watershed Management Plan, we cautioned in a
press release Jan 2010 that the most serious issues in the Kettle Watershed were primarily due to
permits granted by MOE or other government agencies or by the failure of those agencies to
oversee/protect the environment. We stated that having MOE conduct a Watershed Management
Process “was like asking a fox to design a henhouse” (see Press Release, page 2)i
All of the above issues (except the heavy metals, mussels, bioaccumulation issue identified in 2009)ii
were identified in our Boundary Environmental Alliance website startup 2007/2008 thanks to a survey
we conducted.iii
Boundary Alliance and the Committee for a Clean Kettle Valley subsequently led the public fight against
Big White water withdrawals and Uranium Mining. Boundary Alliance sponsored paper and online
petitions on both issues, substantially adding to various other grassroots initiatives.
Through 2008 – 2009 Regional District leadership suggested various other Watershed Management
Plans as possible templates for the KRWMP and promised full public input/meetings to discuss some of
the outstanding issues and enable public input and discussion of the Plan’s Terms of Reference.
None of the templates proposed was for a “Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan” as called for
in the above petitions and the “wide and full Public Consultation” promised, did not happen.
Regional District leadership were also disinterested in discussing the Watershed Management Process
with an expertiv in Watershed Management Planning from UBC who was prepared to provide input and
advice, gratis. Regional District leadership suggested “they had their own experts” however it is obvious
that they did not.
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Terms of Reference

The importance of Terms of Reference (TOR) is often overlooked by the public and even participants in
processes, e.g. Watershed Planning, Enquiries and Commissions. At the end of these exercises there is
often complaint about incomplete processes/outcomes that would have been apparent in any careful
reading of the TOR. So it is with the KRWMP TOR.
The TOR makes clear early on that the process has ‘no force or effect’ and is purely advisory. The TOR
was structured so that various components, the Technical Advisory Committee (primarily the various
Government Agencies whose permitting or failures of oversight created most of the issues) in one ‘silo’,
the Steering Committee and the Stakeholder Committees in other ‘silos.’ Meaningful communication
between the ‘silos’ largely conducted by the respective chairs, thus insulating the Technical Advisory
Committee (Govt Agents) from questioning or criticism. It was no surprise when we heard that
Committee leadership made clear to the Technical Advisory Committee that they would not be
presented with concerns over cattle grazing on public lands.
Much of the early process was chaired by the former Area E Director (Area E covers the major part of
the Kettle Watershed) and we don’t know of anybody less suited to the task. See our Report Card on the
former Director.v

Process Structure

It is notable that when the Watershed Management Plan process began, no organizations or individuals
who had been at the forefront of actively raising public concerns about most of the issues, were invited
to participate in the early planning. Although some of those individuals expressed an interest in
participating, they were excluded.
Two ‘Environmental Organizations’ primarily focused respectively on Christina Lake and the Granby
were invited in. While we have great respect for the ‘local work’ done by these groups, both are
dependent for funding on various levels of Government. Such dependency comes with expectations.
In later stages, sectoral representatives including Cities/Towns e.g. Grand Forks, Midway and
Greenwood were invited into the process.
When we (and the petitions) called for a “Comprehensive Watershed Management Plan,” we cautioned
that the process needed to be broadly inclusive from day 1, needed to be transparent and focused on
the long term health of the Kettle basin. We cautioned against a process where Government agencies
who have largely contributed to Kettle problems, are in charge of planning, and the risk of extractive
stakeholders getting to divvy up the resource for personal benefit.” See Page 3 of Big White Updatevi
Sometime into the process the RDKB hired a Project Coordinator/facilitator who was given no real
authority.
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How well did the KRWMP structure work?

To answer that, this writer will go back 20 plus years and review recommendations made to a visiting
group of Environment Canada new employees. As a public member (usually the only one) on a
Watershed Management process of primarily Government Agencies, (much like the KRWMP Technical
Advisory Committee,) the writer was asked to make a presentation to the Environment Canada
workshop, a group travelling across Canada to look at new initiatives. For the full presentation: see
Appendix A and its postscript.
For those who wonder what value 20 year old recommendations might have, we compare most of the
recommendations, in blue italic text, to the KRWMP process.
One might reasonably expect that Watershed Planning processes (particularly the KRWMP) might have
significantly improved over the last 20 or more years, however:
a) Can it be demonstrated that process is sincerely planned.
Answer: No. Repeated promises broken to fully include public in TOR, plus exclusion of
agencies/leaders of the opposition to various Kettle River threats.
b) Trust must be established.
Answer: No, for reasons above.
c) Can it be shown to what extent agreement reached will direct government action
Answer: The TOR made it clear on the KRWMP that this process was advisory only.
Independent Environmental Organizations often decline to join such processes as they
may well turn out to be a waste of time and resources. See (d) below
d) Can it be shown that the process is not merely designed to co-opt critics
e) Answer: No. This process excluded the potential critics.
f)

Will there be an inclusion of the public in the dialogue between government agencies
Answer: No. TOR deliberately structured the process to minimize such interaction.

g) Will there be transparency of government decisions and actions
Answer: Little in the way of concrete decisions or actions came out of the process even
where the Regional District has authority. The Plan is mostly recommendations to other
levels of Government, lacking any agreements of importance.
h) Will there be a clear evaluation of options and a process that allows and encourages
opportunity for full discussion and exploration of options before decisions are made.
Answer: No. The process used for public meetings specifically discouraged such
opportunity. See section below: Public Meeting Format and (i) below.
i)

Will there be varied meeting formats.
Answer: No. As indicated in (h) the ‘public’ meetings kept to a formula that discouraged full
discussion. See section below: Public Meeting Format for more on the issues raised in (h)
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and (i)
j)

Clear objectives, well defined tasks and time schedule
Answer?

k) Will the public have full right to know, or be provided only with that deemed suitable
Answer: No. A variety of issues, particularly those involving water quality, were avoided,
glossed over or otherwise ignored. Recommendations that Water Quality should be the
topic for a Public Meeting were ignored or avoided. See Water Quality and Source Water
Protection section and Appendix B for more.
Full notes for the presentation to Environment Canada are in Appendix A. The presentation includes
comment from some other ‘advocacy’ groups with their cautions on ‘multi-stakeholder’ processes.

Public Meeting Format

Contrary to the advice in Items (h) and (i) above, the KRWMP process for public meetings was almost
entirely handled by “managing” public input in what has become the predominant method for a variety
of public meetings.
Method:
Public divided into groups/tables.
“Management” provides discussion ideas/topics.
Tables asked to provide ideas related to the topic and to emphasize “positive” ideas.
Table ‘leaders’ selected by management (mostly members of the Planning Process) and tasked
with summarizing input from the table to the audience at large.
The “mini brainstorming” approach above has immense appeal for organizers who get to control the
discussion, the output, and avoid any argument/discussion on the issues. Psychologists in the field
largely discredit the above approach unless it is just one of many approaches. More useful methods
abound.
The method also sometimes contributes to absurdities and we provide a couple of examples.
(A) Table asked to consider small dams vs large dams for “water storage.” The option of ‘no dams’
apparently not an option. Table provided with no estimates of any kind as to what amount of water
might need to be withdrawn during freshet to have any worthwhile effect if released later in low flow
periods. No pre-discussion of possible costs. Any uninformed opinion coming out of this “discussion’ is
worthless except to Plan Management who can later cherry pick any recommendation as “public
support” for intended directions.
(B) Table asked to consider “priority” preferences for water use.
Table came up with “ecosystem needs” as # 1
Agricultural needs as # 2 on the basis of “food security” “eat local” etc.
Domestic use was relegated to #3.
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We support the general principal of ecosystem needs as # 1, however it is not clear in the Kettle
Management process that anything has been done to quantify and secure such needs.
The notion that (mostly industrial) ranching and associated ranching on public land and large industrial
ornamental nurseries should be embraced under “food security” is absurd as is the notion that
agricultural needs should trump domestic use. The predominant water withdrawals from the Kettle are
for hay production for cattle.
 Using the most wasteful forms of irrigation.
Producing a low value product (food value and $ value)
 Consumed by least efficient food converter of the major groups, which includes pigs and
chickens.
An industry that when using public land (range-land) contaminates public water sources,
damages public grasslands, many of which will never recover according to the Forest Practices
Board.
 Passes on (externalizes) the costs to the public for water treatment, repair of damages,
maintenance of unknown thousands of kilometers of range fencing plus cattle guards and
oversight agencies.
Ranching in the Kettle and elsewhere is almost entirely an export business, exporting “virtual water”
and BC “food security” requires only a very small portion of Provincial current production.
Under the meeting format, none of the downsides or absurdities are discussed.
These meeting formats are less about eliciting useful information from the public than they area about
“ticking the Box” ‘Public Consulted
While the above method can be one tool in the toolbox, other better options exist.

Water Quality
Source Water Protection

Almost all Watershed Planning processes, (except for a few with narrow ‘project’ oriented focus)
have water quality and source water protection as a primary concern.
While the KRWMP and TOR had extensive “Visions and Missions” on these issues, commitment and
action was missing.
The KRWMP process avoided in depth discussion of these issues by accepting misleading, incomplete
and inaccurate summaries of water quality assessments put together by Government or Gov’t
contracted consultants. Some of these information problems were compounded by inclusion in the
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KRWMP’s own Technical Assessment by Summit Environmental and the subsequent KRWMP final
report. See later section on Water Quality Issues, Heavy Metals, Substances.
Because the Kettle River (and some tributaries) are Trans-Boundary with the U.S. many years of water
testing (and water flow) records are available. Some of these records and assessments have recorded
periodic E.coli counts exceeding Government Guidelines.

E.coli counts in Rangeland Streams.
In 2007 Boundary Alliance began water quality testing several representative streams in the Kettle
watershed, on public land (rangeland) where public concerns had been raised as to range- cattle
contamination of streams.
This testing found high levels of E.coli in streams in the presence of range-cattle. After testing streams
over time, before and after the arrival of cows, patterns indicated that E.coli levels are almost entirely
related to range- cattle presence and in the absence of cattle, counts that might be attributable to
wildlife are low to nil.
Our reports on this ongoing testing program for 2009, 2013, 2016 and related reports can be found
herevii The presence of fecal E.coli is an indicator of the likelihood of other pathogens and the likelihood
of contaminated source water supplies.
Early in the water testing program, results/concerns were sent to relevant ministries, Ministry of
Forests and Range, Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture and area Health Officer. MOFR
indicated they “were working on it.” The stream contamination continues. Public Health bounced the
concern to several disinterested levels before indicating that ”they” believed that if ranchers followed
Best Management Practices ( BMP’s) “there would be no problem.” The Kettle Boundary District has
never adopted BMP’s, an entirely voluntary set of recommended practices. We do not expect that the
adoption of BMP’s would be of any value. The recommendations are almost entirely impractical,
requiring a level of oversight, action and cost by ranchers, that they have already shown they are
unwilling to commit to.
The various Ministries/Agencies above do no rangeland stream testing, preferring the plausible
deniability doctrine. The Ministries and Agencies were all part of the KRWMP Technical Advisory
Committee and as we indicated earlier, KRWMP leadership signaled their intent ‘not to go down the
road of criticizing’ the cattle industry. That industry was of course another ‘stakeholder’ in the process.
No surprise then that the KRWMP has done nothing to address this problem.

Water Quality Issues, Heavy Metals, Substances

In 2009 Boundary Alliance initiated a groundbreaking study to see if bioaccumulation of heavy metals
was occurring in fresh water mussels in the Kettle River. The study was initially prompted by the
prospect of Uranium Mining operations upriver, an awareness that similar mussels in the U.S. had
shown significant metals bioaccumulation and the notion that it might be useful to have some base data
prior to Uranium Mining startup. The studies found very high levels of bioaccumulation occurring in
mussels for various heavy metals including uranium. Our reports from 2009 and 2012 are available
hereviii.
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The Kettle and Okanagan basins are highly mineralized. In the Kettle area, past concerns have identified
radon in wells/basements, uranium and various contaminants in wells. Community wells in the
Okanagan have been deactivated due to uranium levels above guidelines.
These factors, the Government records of periodic levels of substances in the Kettle above guidelines
and the questions raised by the Mussel Bioaccumulation Studies might have prompted some to make
further enquiry. Not the KRWMP process.
After our initial Mussels Study received some local media attention, a retired academic turned rancher
publicly complained that such information “might scare the tourists.” It appears that KRWMP leadership
thought similarly and avoided the discussion.
Part of the ‘misleading, incomplete and inaccurate information’ we referred to earlier is contained in the
following comments from the Summit Technical Assessment and the subsequent KRWMP final report:
“the concentrations of metals that exceed guidelines were strongly correlated with turbidity
and thus likely bound to suspended sediments and organic matter. As such, these metals are
not available for uptake by biota.”
“ Kettle River water quality is generally good”
On the strength of the above claims, the KRWMP managed to avoid further assessment of water quality
issues and did so despite being alerted to the misleading nature of the claims.
When the KRWMP process asked what other ‘topics’ should be the subject of a public meeting, one of
the few suggestions, was for a meeting to discuss Water Quality. It didn’t happen.
To understand the origin of the first misleading claim one needs to know that Environmental Reports
often build on, or repeat the conclusions of earlier reports.
The Summit Environmental Report was primarily a review of the literature and adapted the above claim
from earlier reports, failing to realize or acknowledge that the Boundary Alliance studies on
Bioaccumulation in Mussels, see mussels page: http://www.boundaryalliance.org/ba_013.htm
gave solid evidence that the metals and other substances are indeed available to biota. The Summit
Technical Assessment Report referenced our studies in some detail but missed ? this critical point.
The remainder of the statement “likely bound to……….” Is also misleading, being an abbreviated version
of comments from earlier studies This issue gets into some technical detail which we expand on in
Appendix B
The net effect of this misleading information is that despite extensive Mission and Vision statements in
the KRWMP about the importance of water quality, important discussions did not occur that might have
provided the public with an accurate assessment of water quality, bioaccumulation, and implications for
water users, agricultural and domestic.

Low water flows & high temperatures

The Summit Technical Assessment, in addition to providing a review of the literature, was asked to
assess the effect of various water extractions from the Kettle. The assessment acknowledged that “flows
are significantly reduced by mid-summer when demand from water users is high.”
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In attempting to calculate agricultural use, the assessment was hampered by various factors and
unknowns. The Water Acts, present and past have not required metering on withdrawals. Numerous
licensed water users have moved extraction points from rivers edge to nearby groundwater sources to
avoid freshet/siltation problems. Such changes have been undocumented and they and other direct
groundwater extractions have occurred without official knowledge.
These and broader issues were addressed by Boundary Alliance and other contributors in an article
http://www.boundaryalliance.org/wateractcommentsjan2012.pdf
The above was input into the proposed new Water Act. The new act failed to incorporate most of the
recommendations from knowledgeable sources, , it failed to address meaningful priority of use
suggestions, measuring use and the problems inherent in the “first past the post” system. The KRWMP
had no input into the new act.
The Summit Assessment of water use is therefore a “best guess’ based on a large variety of unknowns.
What is known from the long-term flow records recorded at various trans-border crossings is that Kettle
flows have been on a generally downward trend for many years. Low flows and high temperatures are
harmful to fish. Logging has also been a factor in flow changes and temperature, as has tree removal by
logging and agriculture on the Kettle and tributaries. We have heard a Fisheries Biologist minimize or
dismiss concerns about such changes in tributaries on the basis that fish can move to the main stem.
Have heard other biologists make similar comments about habitat changes affecting ungulates, where it
was suggested they could move to other areas. It appears that wildlife/fisheries management in BC is
operating on the basis that there is no problem until we are down to remnant populations. Little wonder
that both are a diminishing resource. The Technical Advisory Committee is of course populated by
people from the relevant ministries. The KRWMP appears to have done nothing to effectively address
these issues.

Conclusions & Recommendations

What did the KRWMP do to solve the following issues listed in page 2 ‘The Background,’ ?
1. Cascade Dam/diversion project. Proponents showing no sign of proceeding probably due to
economics of project.
2. Big White Water Withdrawal/storage Project., (initiated 2007) Despite effective approval by
Water Branch, proponents have held off proceeding.
3. Uranium Mining. In mid 2011 the B.C Gov,t paid a large sum to the proponents to settle their
suit against the BC Govt. This action saw the proponent effectively surrender existing mining
rights.
As of 2014, it therefore appeared that public concerns had delayed or removed these projects as a
continuing threat.
In 2014 at a KRWMP public meeting after the co-ordinator had given a generally upbeat report on the
state of the Kettle River, a member of the public asked why the Kettle was #1 on the Outdoor Recreation
Council’s (ORC) Endangered Rivers List of March 2011. The question was effectively dismissed by the coordinator who indicated that ORC had “overstated” the concerns.
We expect that the many individuals and NGO’s (as outlined on The Background, page 1) who worked to
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defeat items 2 and 3 would be offended by such a comment. Likely those who worked on the Cascade
project would be similarly offended.
The KRWMP. begun in 2010, did nothing to remove these threats and as shown in Boundary Alliance’s
Big White reporting, senior levels of RDKB actively dismissed concerns with the Big White Project while
using a variety of misinformation from the Ministry responsible for approving the project.
What effect has the KRWMP had on other issues to date?
Kettle Low Flows and temperature issues. No effect
Range cattle contamination of public lands. No effect
Logging practices affecting flows/temperature and more. No effect.
Stream Damage on private lands. seeix No effect.
An Official Community Plan (OCP) for Area D 2016 makes one brief mention of the KRWMP and that it
“supports the implementation” of KRWMP. No mention of what that specifically entails. The OCP is filled
with weasel words, “encourage, promote, strive, consider, discourage” and more. That said the OCP is
an improvement over most OCP’s in the District.
OCP for Area D from 2001 still includes the Regional District’s policy of encouraging Big White to create
golf course(s) at Big White. The KRWMP obviously has had no effect on the absurdity of promoting such
use.
KRWMP has had little or no effect on the remaining issues.
What effect will the KRWMP have on future issues?
By bypassing many of the issues, the KRWMP has no structures in place to address potential water
withdrawals, such as the return of the Big White Proposal or Cascade or others, or mining/
excavation/large construction projects with potential to effect water quality.
Recommendations.
It is likely that many participants in the KRWMP process gained some (limited) knowledge on the state
of the Kettle and for the “extractive” stakeholders, sectoral and municipal, it would be a relief that the
Plan imposed no real restrictions/constraints on their present or future water “use”.
For others looking to embark on a Watershed or Stakeholder process we offer the following:


Follow the ‘ancient’ guidelines, page 4 and Appendix A.



Ensure broader public and NGO input/participation to counter the focus of the
“extractive” stakeholders. Such broader input also has the potential to avoid what UBC
scientist Dr Daniel Pauly has called the “Shifting Baseline Syndrome.”
“We transform the world, but we don’t remember it. We adjust our baseline to the new
level, and we don’t recall what was there."
'Every generation will use the images that they got at the beginning of their conscious
lives as a standard and will extrapolate forward. And the difference then, they perceive
as a loss. But they don’t perceive what happened before as a loss.”
“You can have a succession of changes. At the end you want to sustain miserable
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leftovers. And the question is, why do people accept this? Well because they don’t know
that it was different."


Do not include language in TOR’s that dismisses everything in the process as having no
force or effect, or as “purely advisory”. While senior levels of Government might prefer
to defang processes by recommending such language, a mindset is created against fully
engaging with various Governments in ways that could lead to agreements in principle,
even actions.



Hire facilitators with sufficient experience so that they can be authorized to lead the
process and fully examine all issues without interference.

A few thoughts to close:
In the immortal words of Joey ‘Shithead’ Keithley of D.O.A. Words minus actions equals zero.
As a counter to those who want to confine, tame or otherwise exploit rivers, words from visiting
biologist Mike Pearson, see Endnotes Ix and Appendix C
Floods are important.
Big floods are what makes habitat.
Hydrologists talk about channel forming floods.
Typical every two to three years.
A flood that will fill the river right up to the top of the bank.
These are the tools that will create more pools and provide woody debris and log
jams......big flows that rearrange the furniture.
Subject to change when humans alter landscapes.
Stream and habitat complexity are benefits for wildlife.
And to a Question about the ‘benefits’ of reservoirs:
Those kinds of things are fraught with difficulty.
My fear would be that you solve one problem and create three others.
At Boundary Alliance, we couldn’t agree more.
Al Grant for Boundary Alliance, March 2017
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APPENDIX A

Working in Multi Stakeholder Processes
Environment Canada workshop: Sept. 9th 1994
Hello, I am Al Grant, one of the founding members of Langley Environmental Organization, a
citizen group started in Jan 1993 by former members of Langley Township’s appointed
Environment Committee after Council effectively dissolved the 18 month old Committee.
LEO’s primary objective is to promote and expand consideration of environmental issues by
various levels of Government, particularly at the Municipal level.
Also founded West Creek Watershed Protection Group. West Creek enters the Fraser River, a bit
upstream from the Salmon River, and is typical of the many small productive streams in the area.
WCWPG was one of the first groups in the area whose primary purpose was to increase public
awareness of a stream and its watershed. WCWPG issues periodic newsletters, acts as a public
voice on matters affecting the watershed, has annual salmon fry releases in cooperation with
Federal Salmon Enhancement Program and in 1991 proposed and initiated stream signage on
West & Nathan creeks, splitting the cost of signs with Langley Municipality. Since then Langley
Municipality has recently expanded the program and installed signs on the many small streams
in the Municipality. You may see a number of these “yellow fish” (imitating the “storm drain
marking program”) stream identifiers as you travel this afternoon. We believe that signage is a
low cost, long term and effective way of increasing public awareness.
This year WCWPG proposed signage in Matsqui Municipality to our east, we arranged funding
and Matsqui will begin putting up similar signage this year.
I have been LEO’s representative on the Salmon River Watershed Partnership since the
Partnership sought public participation about 12 months ago.
I am pleased to be followed by Howard Paish as speaker, although I have never met him
until today, I have for several years been carrying around a report he wrote in 1980 for
Fisheries & Oceans and MOE entitled “Co-operative Management of Watersheds and
Salmonid Production” based on the example of the Salmon River. Through LEO and
WCWPG we have taken all available opportunities to recommend implementation of the
report. What particularly interested me about the report was in part its recognition of: -
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the need for broad stakeholder involvement in planning and development occurring
in watersheds,



the reactive (and therefore often ineffective) nature of the referral process ( still
existing)



that fisheries interests (and I would add, any other environmental interests) are best
accommodated at the resource allocation level of decision making e.g. Municipal
Government planning and zoning.



that the planning mechanisms permitted under the Municipal Act can be more
effective in protecting a watercourse than other institutional mechanisms.

The report was apparently enthusiastically received by the various governments of the
day including the Municipal Government. Until recently it was clear however that
nothing at all had changed.
Salmon River Watershed Partnership
With formation of the Salmon River Watershed Partnership last year, a multi stakeholder
process is now underway which may deal with many of the recommendations and
directions for solutions proposed by the Paish Report. LEO and WCWPG are strong
advocates of multi-stakeholder, round table, cooperative processes. We have sought to
establish and participate in these processes.
I would like to make clear however, that as advocacy groups our very existence is a
response to what we see as inadequate performance by government, with the resultant
inadequate protection of the environment. Many of us have been involved in numerous
public involvement opportunities and the experience often makes us skeptical about the
process. A University of British Columbia Planning Dept. prof, Bill Rees, after
participating in Vancouver’s recent “Clouds of Change Task Force” and seeing almost
all recommendations ignored, commented: “the public wants to move down the path to
sustainable development. The political response is to set up commissions and task forces
that appear to be nothing more than diffusive flak catching devices. The public and
interest groups participate, their energies are drained, and once the documents, reports
and recommendations are in, the public backs off and thinks its taken care of. But in the
final analysis, nothing happens.” That is a fairly bitter comment, but it illustrates what I
call the R & R gap, the gap between rhetoric and reality in environmental protection.
A fairly similar complaint came from Nelson farmer, Colleen Bowman to a Round Table
on the Environment and Economy, “I think all of these public input meetings,
commissions, studies, panels and conferences and committees are flawed because they
consistently fail to incorporate the unexpected, and tend to restrict themselves to timidly
considering possibly thinking about and maybe even talking about change. But when all
has been said it seems that the results of these meetings inevitably mean, that change is to
be resisted, delayed, denied and discouraged.” from ‘Seeing the Forest Among the
Trees’, by Herb Hammond.
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As advocacy groups
we may seem to be impatient, but particularly here on the edge of a rapidly growing
metropolitan area we can see what we are becoming if fundamental change is not made.
“Instant” suburbs without nearby services or jobs. Sweeping new developments named after the
meadows or animals they have displaced, while remnant fugitive populations of fish and wildlife
gradually succumb to the encroachment. Growth rates that are exponential, looking to occupy a
diminishing land base and “frequently building World War II type suburbs as if families were
large and had only one breadwinner, as if all jobs were downtown, as if land and energy were
endless and as if another lane on the freeway would end congestion” (Calthorpe, from ‘Toward
Sustainable Communities’ by Mark Roseland )
A few years ago, on a number of occasions I was in this room asking Langley Council to
consider environmental aspects or consequences of some proposed development or rezoning.
The standard reply of Council and staff was the disclaimer that “the Municipal Act does not give
us any powers to address environmental concerns.” Council would then go on to debate the
merits of the metal cladding or corner beading proposed for the project, maybe even the nature
and size of the signage.
Fortunately many Municipalities now realize that the Municipal Act does not prevent them from
mandating protection for the environment. Some Municipalities are also recognizing the
importance of fully considering environmental impact at the resource allocation stage, before
the community plans or zoning are in place.
Clearly improvements have been made in the last few years, however given the probable
continuous pace of growth, the important point to us is whether we are just tinkering with
environmental protection while ecological resources are being consumed, or more insidiously,
being diminished by seemingly insignificant increments. We are not comforted by agency
assurances that “we are doing it better than we used to,” or “improvements are being worked
on” or worst of all, “we are doing the best we can.”
Your involvement in multi stakeholder processes
may be as the initiator or as invited member. It may be an ongoing process, as in watershed
planning or it may be single task. Whatever the process, you have an important role to play as
participants and a vital role in helping to establish the type and form of the process. Some
suggestions for govt. agencies on how to reduce ENGO skepticism:
a) Trust must be established:
b) it be can demonstrated that process is sincerely planned
c) can it be shown that process will not result in offloading of government responsibility.
d) can it be shown to what extent agreement reached will direct government action
e) can it be shown that the process is not merely designed to co-opt critics
f) will public have full right to know, or be provided only with that deemed suitable,
protected, as it were from the dangers of knowledge that we might improperly understand

BOUNDARY ENVIRONMENTAL ALLIANCE

www.boundaryalliance.org

P a g e | 15

g) will there be
h) an inclusion of public in the dialogue between government agencies
i) transparency of govt. decisions and actions
j) availability of professional opinion and scientific data, where possible, in layman’s
terms.
k) clear evaluation of options ( process that allows and encourages opportunity for
discussion and full exploration of options before decisions are made.)
l) clear objectives, well defined tasks and time schedule
m) varied meeting formats to encourage different aspects of public involvement
n) Evaluation of process
o) periodic participant evaluation summary report
p) summary reports of actions taken, alternatives considered and rationale for decisions
taken
Cautions
Whatever the stakeholder process, the mistake is often made that in an effort to emphasize the
positive, in ‘our search for creative new solutions’, we fail to discuss and recognize the history
that brought us to the present, the lessons that that history might provide and the constraints
contained in both the history and the present, that are quite capable of destroying the ‘creative
new solutions’
Thomas Jefferson , president, scholar and founder of the University of Virginia, a man who
thought a great deal about the practical shape of the future recommended an analytical and
scientific approach based on a full and conscious assumption of the past. His advice turned
constantly around the welding of optimistic analysis to a historic linear base, as the best way to
ensure change while limiting the risks involved.
Our attitude
despite our well justified cynicism, it is probably true of most advocacy groups that they have
enough idealism and enough optimism to continue their work.
Often a thankless task, lacking public or official acknowledgement, but we do often see eventual
official acceptance of our positions or proposals; they are often reworded a bit to embrace a few
more motherhood issues, and a politician or official is taking credit for their invention.

. But so it goes. Thanks, Al Grant
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POSTSCRIPT

I left the Fraser Valley and a position on the Salmon River Watershed Management Plan process in
1996 after 3 years on the SRWMP. The process continued for another three years before it folded
without a plan in place.
The process started in 1993 was early days for Watershed Planning. The process was initiated as a
“drainage/pump project” but expanded the early objectives to include full planning for the Salmon River
Basin. The team members were almost entirely senior figures (potential decision makers) from various
Ministries and Agencies. The facilitator, a Municipal staffer (Environmental Officer) was given no real
authority to lead or guide the process. In my opinion the largest obstacle to achieving any worthwhile
outcome was the intransigence of some Ministries, particularly Agriculture, to do anything other than
push the interests of the Ministries “clients” ( farmers) at the expense of ecological protections.

After the SRWMP process folded, A Critique of the process, a Case Study, is available here:
https://crcresearch.org/case-studies/crc-case-studies/salmon-river-watershed-management-plan
Readers will note similar problems in both Watershed Planning processes.
Al Grant

APPENDIX B

Part of the ‘misleading, incomplete and inaccurate information’ we referred to earlier is contained in the
following comments from the Summit Technical Assessment and the subsequent KRWMP final report:
“the concentrations of metals that exceed guidelines were strongly correlated with turbidity
and thus likely bound to suspended sediments and organic matter. As such, these metals are
not available for uptake by biota.”
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“ Kettle River water quality is generally good”
On the strength of the above claims, the KRWMP managed to avoid further assessment of water quality
issues and did so despite being alerted to the misleading nature of the claims.
When the KRWMP process asked what other ‘topics’ should be the subject of a public meeting, one of
the few suggestions, was for a meeting to discuss Water Quality. It didn’t happen.
To understand the origin of the first misleading claim one needs to know that Environmental Reports
often build on, or repeat the conclusions of earlier reports.
The Summit Environmental Report was primarily a review of the literature and adapted the above claim
from earlier reports, failing to realize or acknowledge that the Boundary Alliance studies on
Bioaccumulation in Mussels, see mussels page: http://www.boundaryalliance.org/ba_013.htm
gave solid evidence that the metals and other substances are indeed available to biota. The Summit
Technical Assessment Report referenced our studies in some detail but missed ? this critical point. Other
studies have indicated the presence of metals/substances in fish in the Kettle basin albeit substantially
less than that bioaccumulated by mussels. Studies are lacking on other benthic organisms that might
indicate the potential for bioaccumulation by prey species. Metals and substances can accumulate in the
aquatic food chain in water, sediments and substrates, can increase in algae and bacteria which can be
picked up by invertebrates and benthic organisms that feed on algae and bacteria.
Adding to the inaccuracy of the KRWMP and Summit claims is that the claims are carried over and
adapted from a series of earlier reports on water quality. These earlier reports made assumptions about
the unavailability to biota prior to the evidence of bioaccumulation provided in the Boundary Alliance
Mussels reports. One of the earliest reports also speculated that if water (intended for human use) used
was “treated,” the metals or substances would not be available to biota (humans). Subsequent reports
missed this important qualifier. However anyone examining the earlier claim would have realized that
the “treatment” suggested, “filtration” is not a practical option for most water users. Most domestic and
irrigation waters are not filtered, therefore concentrations of “suspended” materials or ions are
available to humans, animals and plants. The remainder of the statement “thus likely bound to……….” Is
also misleading, and becomes irrelevant in the likely absence of treatment.
The extent to which metals and substances would be removed by treatment (theoretical treatment) in
part depends on the degree to which these substances are “dissolved” in the water.
Water testing for metals/substances in the Kettle basin have usually involved “Total Metal Analysis” and
“Extractable Metals Analysis.” We offer a brief and necessarily incomplete explanation of the methods.
“Total” analysis uses a variety of processes which can include acid digestion, boiling to dryness and
more, with the intent of determining all metals in the sample including those attached or adsorbed to
particulates.
“Extractable” analysis is a somewhat arbitrary selection of a variety of methods that result in a less
vigorous digestion process in which metals contained or adsorbed in particulates in the sample are less
likely to be brought in to the final sample for analysis. Various methods used in this process are not
standardized worldwide, however results are useful over time to reflect trends
While a correlation exists between higher metal levels and freshet related turbidity, comparisons of
“total” and “extractable” do not routinely support the assumption that the metals are bound to
sediments and organic matter. The increased rain and meltwater that create the freshet are typically
creating a mix of chemical, metal, organic and particulate minerals as they wash through soils and scour
watercourses.
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Despite the fact that Boundary Alliance alerted the KRWMP process to the essentials of these concerns,
the process did a disservice to the community by ignoring the issue.

APPENDIX C

Mike Pearson, PhD, RPBio visits the Boundary
April 2015, fisheries and habitat biologist Mike Pearson visited the Grand Forks and Gilpin areas
to assess various streams and wetlands.
Mike and his company, Pearson Ecological Inc, work primarily in the Fraser Valley on
restoration/conservation work and Mike's concerns over habitat damage and endangered
species have received frequent attention in the press and in extended articles by environment
reporter Larry Pynn in the Vancouver Sun.
Thanks to the efforts of Barry and Midge Brandow, Mike visited the various sites and was
speaker at a public meeting in Grand Forks April 10 2015. (See April 1 2015 post)
The writer was pleased to sponsor the meeting on behalf of www.boundaryalliance.org and
introduce Mike.
Mike's Habitat Assessment Report is self-explanatory as to causes of problems and potential
solutions.
We note that since his report was written, "The Spring on Nature Trust Property, Gilpin"
has been fenced by volunteers who also funded the project.
Barry Brandow and this writer (Al Grant) primarily constructed the new 'wildlife friendly fence'
to replace a smaller poorly constructed and non functional fence installed by Range Branch a
few years ago. We received some help with the work from Nature Trust and several others
volunteers. Our thanks to all.
The Nature Trust property in the Gilpin was the first Nature Trust acquisition in BC in 1973 and
for the first time in 42 years a small section will now be protected from range-cows and offroaders. The remainder of this plot and several others in the Gilpin remain unprotected.

BOUNDARY ENVIRONMENTAL ALLIANCE

www.boundaryalliance.org

P a g e | 19

We expect that this new fenced area of about 6 acres will provide a model for wildlife friendly
fencing and may prompt Range Branch to utilize similar fencing on future projects, something
they have been reluctant to do.
For this writer, the issues covered by Mike are some of many longstanding issues that have not
been remedied by Range Branch or other various Ministries over the years and we do not
expect that these issues will be addressed in any meaningful way by the Kettle River Watershed
Management Planning Process. More to come in future articles about the KRWMP and its
shortcomings and potential threats.
Mike Pearson's full report here: http://www.boundaryalliance.org/pearsonreport.pdf
At the public meeting, Mike Pearson’s response to public concerns about potential flooding, or a
need to “control” the river was as follows:

Floods are important.
Big floods are what makes habitat.
Hydrologists talk about channel forming floods.
Typical every two to three years.
A flood that will fill the river right up to the top of the bank.
These are the tools that will create more pools and provide woody debris and log
jams......big flows that rearrange the furniture.
Subject to change when humans alter landscapes.
Stream and habitat complexity are benefits for wildlife.
And to a Question about the ‘benefits’ of reservoirs:
Those kinds of things are fraught with difficulty.
My fear would be that you solve one problem and create three others.

We at Boundary Alliance, couldn’t agree more.

Al Grant, writer/researcher www.boundaryalliance.org
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http://www.boundaryalliance.org/ba_013.htm
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iii
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http://www.boundaryalliance.org/ba_007.htm

iv
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http://www.boundaryalliance.org/baird.pdf

v
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http://www.boundaryalliance.org/baird.pdf

vi

Big White Update.

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/bigwhiteupdate_jan2012.pdf

vii

Boundary Alliance E.coli Report 2016

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/e.colireport2016.pdf

Boundary Alliance E.coli Report 2013

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/e.coli_report2013.pdf

Boundary Alliance E.coli Report 2009

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/ecolireport2009.pdf

Pathogens and Protection

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/pathogens_and_protection.pdf

The Problem with Range Cattle

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/the_problem_with_range_cattle.pdf

Other range-cattle-E.coli commentary,
Boundary Alliance Range Cattle page:

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/ba_008.htm

Heavy Metals in Mussels 2012
Heavy Metals in Mussels 2009

http://www.boundaryalliance.org/bioaccumulation2012.pdf
http://www.boundaryalliance.org/bioreptcombined.pdf
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See following Boundary Alliance Reports and Appendix C
Eholt Creek:
http://www.boundaryalliance.org/eholtcreek.pdf
Various, Mike Pearson Report
http://www.boundaryalliance.org/pearsonreport.pdf
Kettle River Drone Tour youtube

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aeBIDWAS4aw
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