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Harry nelson UBC Harry.nelson@ubc.ca 

Mitch Minchau Cariboo Regional Disrict mminchau@cariboord.bc.ca 

Francesca Sanna CRD fsanna@cariboord.bc.ca 

Cathy Koot UBC Cathy.koot@ubc.ca 

Rick Brundrige CRD rbrundrige@cariboord.bc.ca 

Nigel Whitehead CRD nwhitehead@cariboord.bc.ca 

Steve Litke Fraser Basin Council slitke@fraserbasin.bc.ca 
 

Ken Day, UBC – Introduction 

Dr. Harry Nelson, UBC – Summary of Project 

Using modeling to explore the San Jose Watershed under climate change; impacts, vulnerability and 

risks.  

mailto:sanjosecattle@gmail.com
mailto:Erica.nitchie@gov.bc.ca
mailto:jsorley@cariboord.bc.ca
mailto:jbell@cariboord.bc.ca
mailto:Martin.sills@gov.bc.ca
mailto:Mark.seilis@gov.bc.ca
mailto:Stewart.cohen@ec.gc.ca
mailto:dsellars@fraserbasin.bc.ca
mailto:mminchau@cariboord.bc.ca
mailto:fsanna@cariboord.bc.ca


Models included climate change, forestry and hydrology modeling. 

Dr. Dan Moore, UBC – Summary of Hydrology Modeling 

Watershed is a complex hydrology because there are a large number of wetlands. Evaporation is 

significant in the watershed and will be impacted by climate change. Streamflow data is uncertain 

because of upstream withdrawals from monitoring gauges, data uncertainty (e.g. interference with 

gauges). Runs 1-3 were based on forest modeling; current, open and forest are based on historical 

conditions under three different management scenarios. 

Q: How does climate change impact snow pack?  

A: Model suggests that snow accumulation will begin later, there will be more rain in autumn, more mid-

winter melt. Earlier peak snowpack and earlier disappearance of the snowpack. Also elevation effects 

are possible, but doesn’t recall this from the results. 

Q: Measuring flood irrigation and other water uses. E.g. Agriculture perspective: Not all agricultural use 

is consumptive. Most irrigation is flood irrigation. Would it be possible to measure water storage on land 

and figure out how much water ends up back in the stream? Key knowledge gap.  

Q: Assume an inverse relationship between irrigation and infiltration into the aquifer? Concern 

(responsible for managing forest cover) what kind of density do we aim for and how do we think about 

this balance between groundwater and stream flow. How do you maximize the whole system?  

A: Groundwater is very complicated to quantify, but it would be fair to say there would be less 

groundwater recharge. 

Q: Wrestling with the idea of managing forest cover and the density needed to balance groundwater 

availability versus streamflow. We want both. How do we think about maximizing the whole system? 

A: Not much literature looking at how forest management affects groundwater. Wide open question. 

The general consensus of the literature is that where clear-cutting occurs, groundwater levels increase 

for 5-10 years and then falls after as trees begin to grow.  

Q: Well monitoring provides information at 108 mile house and Williams Lake, do we understand the 

groundwater aquifer between the two? 

A: Georg couldn’t find any info to develop a groundwater model. One possibility would be to measure 

the streamflow, because water from streams is most of what is recharging the aquifer. But not sure 

what else can be done.  

Steve Litke, FBC – Rethinking Our Water Ways 

Water and watershed governance, re-thinking the approach to watershed governance. Collaborative 

approaches to watershed planning, management and governance. Examples of the Fraser Basin Council, 

Okanagan Basin Water Board, Nicola, Coquitlam, Columbia Basin Trust, Cowichan Basin Water Board. 



 

Q: Five examples of governance models presented, are they the only governance models in BC? 

A: No, these are the ones that come to mind. The Elk River Alliance is looking at this sort of thing, as is 

the Kootenay Boundary Regional District. Some initiatives led by local or regional government, some 

more grassroots.  

Dr. Stewart Cohen, Environment Canada – Developing Watershed Governance, Columbia Basin Trust 

example. From Dialogue to Action (D2A). Communities Adapting to Climate Change Initiative (CACCI) has 

supported some research and some science. Individual communities within the Basin have taken 

ownership of the issue, supported by a planning contractor provided by the CBT. Contact Columbia 

Basin Trust (Ingrid Liepa, Jeff Zukiwsky) for more information.  

Q: What kinds of costs were associated with having a planner involved with this type of work?  

A: Generally $30k +/- to have a part-time planner. Each community would put in a proposal for some of 

the planner’s time to look for opportunities to engage others. Not sure about the workshop budget for 

this year. Really not high-cost activities. Doing modeling is more complicated (e.g. building models). 

Rob Hutchins, Mayor of Ladysmith and Tom Anderson, CVRD – Cowichan Water Board Story 

Context of the Canadian Water Governance Crisis: Climate change, population growth and ecological 

footprint, peak senior government, financial crisis and peak debt, rights. CWB and Water Management 

Plan a result of local crisis - 2003 drought and 2006 low flow events. Through its implementation, the 

following concerns were identified with the existing management framework:  

 Lack of public voice in water management; 

 Confusion about hydrology; 

 Flooding concerns; 

 Gravel deposition impacts; 

 Forestry impacts; 

 Lingering mistrust of water managers; and 

 Lack of “basin thinking”. 
 

Unfortunately, once the management plan was completed, there was no one single individual or division 

to carry through on the plans goals, targets or actions. However, the 2009 flood triggered the water 

management plan to be removed from the shelf and put into use. Regional District was the natural 

choice for coordinating efforts and studies since they had experience working with/coordinating 

multiple groups. Water Management Forum (26 members from various stakeholders) steered 

development of the Water Management Plan, which was completed by a consultancy (Westland 

Resource Group). 

 



Key Characteristics of the Board: 

 Local leadership; 

 CVRD and Cowichan Tribes full partners; 

 Inclusive of federal and provincial governments; 

 Inclusive of regional opinion leaders; and 

 Special advisors and strong technical advisory committee. 
 

Q: Why does MoE not want to raise the level of the weir? (2007 water levels caused concern to 

properties around lake and the proposed minimum 7.0 l/s minimum water flow) 

A: In 2007, we had an abundance of water in the system. The weir did not control anything because 

there was so much water in the system. A certain former Director got to the Water Manager and 

persuaded them to move from a band approach to an absolute approach. The threat of litigation is 

probably the greatest motivator for the ministry.  

Q: Did the MoE ever do anything to illegal water extraction? (Little enforcement and little value to the 

water license holder) 

A: The problem is that there is little enforcement and little value to the water licenses. The licenses are 

archaic. Hope that there will be changes under WAM. Expects that there is probably a lot of illegal water 

use at the present time.  

Q: It doesn’t appear that there is much co-operation from pulp mill. Is this because their license is so 

strong? 

A: Actually, Catalyst Paper has been very supportive, very cooperative. Their livelihood is at stake. 

Probably $700,000 a day is lost every that the plant is shut down. Catalyst is required to follow the 

orders of the Water Manager. They are required to follow his instructions, even if they are 

unsustainable.  

Q: Why does Catalyst Paper not hold back water (Catalyst Paper is supportive to hold water back, 

however, is directed by the water manager). 

Q: Could catalyst not use saline water rather than freshwater given their location next to the ocean?  

A: Not sure, but will find out.  

 

 

 

 



Q: Could a move to increase block rate pricing be a potential source of funding to support the board?  

A: Possible, but the challenge right now is the absence of universal water metering. Duncan doesn’t 

have it, for example. As a Board, we will be lobbying Duncan to implement this. Also discussion about 

levying a fee from water users, possibly through utilities. The other option is a tax. Would love to see the 

province require groundwater licensing with an associated annual fee. Challenge is to get people to 

change their ways. Implementing water metering is so difficult and controversial. Fee is a powerful tool 

for conservation.  

Dr. Stewart Cohen, Environment Canada – Facilitated Discussion. Distribution of Pathway for Adaptation 

Engagement handout. 

Where do you think we are on the adaptation pathway? 

 “Willingness to engage in adaptation planning”, but other decision-makers outside this room 

may still be behind.  

 May be stuck between the Sense of responsibility and Willingness to engage.  

 Rob had a point about Mandate Creep. Bottom line is that local bureaucrats are not adequately 

funded to address these issues. How do we generate the funding to continue these things? 

Taxes? If we take on this issue, the province will walk away from it without providing funding 

(e.g. Gas Tax money). As one government steps up, another will step back because they can’t 

fund it. Supportive of the process, and doesn’t think there is a lack of willingness to address 

these issues, but we are afraid that the more they take on the fewer sources of revenue they 

will have to put towards it. 

Barriers: 

 Mandate creep; 

 Lack of resources in provincial government; and 

 Provincial download to local government without any additional resources. 

 Lack of societal pressure, no funding, and feds and province are not at the table. It looks like a 

pretty daunting task. Need funding and political will. Where is the money and who will be 

involved in doing this?  

 Rob: The Watershed Board is making a recommendation to encourage the CVRD to take on 

additional licensed water for storage for fish flows. There is some pushback because it really is 

the responsibility of MLFNRO, and they have the ability to do it, but have chosen not to. CVRD 

Board will recommend that the challenge for managing water be taken on by the CVRD, despite 

Mandate Creep, because the issue is so important. And as more basins take this on, funding will 

come more freely. If it’s only 5-6 basins, it will be a challenge.  

 Stewart: Climate change offers an opportunity because it is not generated by a local stress. 

Impacts are a result of actions outside the region. There may be an opportunity to bring 

additional resources to deal with these issues because of this fact. May be an opportunity to 

take advantage of the information that has been translated (e.g. translation of climate change 

into regional effects).  



Have we missed any local actors with this workshop? 

 MLA; 

 City Politicians; 

 Agriculture; 

 Federal government departments; 

 Public groups with an interest. 
 

 Issues with inviting all the people who should be involved but don’t have any money to put 

toward it. Agriculture has helped to ensure water during dry years because they put in dams to 

hold water back. But input costs are now way up and ranchers are losing money. The 

government is downloading issues onto ranchers saying that they have to hire engineers to 

inspect their dams using their own money. Have to look after dams or the government will take 

the dams out. DUC is having to assess whether they will maintain their dams for conservation 

because of the cost of repairs and maintenance. If water activities are going to benefit everyone, 

there should be funding available.  

What does it take to find champions within the province that will see this worthy of investment? 

 Need to find leaders in the community. Elected officials, public groups that have an interest (e.g. 

ranchers). The issue of destroying the dams is huge. Need to get the leaders involved. 

 Example of the medical program “Doctors for the North”. Data and research were what the 

politicians needed to push the program forward. When he saw what they did, he understood 

the value of the program. The planners are here, the City is here. The important people are 

here. Now, what resources DO we have, and what do we want to do? Need data, like Angie’s 

research, to make the case for what will happen. Need to know what funding can be provided.  

 Stewart: Is there a risk statement that we need to include or is this a research gap? (e.g. risk to 

forest harvest, risk to hydrology). What is missing from the science? 

 In his region, we know what the climate has done. Need more detail than what is in the current 

report. Collect a bit more information to present to the government. Need to prove why it is the 

provincial and federal government policies that have failed. Need data to convince politicians at 

the higher level. Unique opportunity to bring partners together, incl. UBC, to gather more info. 

 Need to gather people’s attention. We don’t have a crisis, and doesn’t think people realize there 

is any problem. If there was a crisis, there would be the money to fix it.  

 The tax base here is not sufficient to generate revenue for large capital projects.  

 Rob: the task is certainly daunting. The CVRB process has been decades in the making. Have 

established an Environment Manager position. Funded through general government, and then 

eventually asked the people if they wanted to fund the position. Not one person signed a 

petition against it. About $60,000 of funding came from taxpayers, but the Town of Ladysmith 

invested a huge amount of their funding in-kind and a portion of their Gas Tax toward the 

project. You don’t necessarily need to go to the taxpayers for the money, but when they did, not 

one person spoke against it. Was the easiest tax requisition they have ever accomplished. And 



that was without the present crisis. Put some seed money in that allows for education to 

increase the awareness.  

 Everyone in the SJW is in a crisis. New forestry practices are needed, climate change will change 

the way water is produced. The only difference with Cowichan is that Williams Lake and the San 

Jose Watershed have time. Don’t want to be sitting at the 11th hour trying to find a solution. 

There is still a crisis in the SJW, but it is a time issue.  

 Stewart: What about the public perception of the beetle? 

 Lasted about 6 months.  

 Fire that happened a few years ago got people thinking about it. Maybe just keeping historical 

crises in people’s memories. 

 Even the focus on forestry impacts is short term.  

 Even if the general population is not thinking about the beetle, it is still a big issue among the 

forestry community and within the MFLNRO. Climate change may not be the main driver, but it 

is in the conversation. Need to funnel information to the right people, including the Chief 

Forester, in order to have an effect on things. Not sure how a water management plan will work, 

but we have a window after the forestry crisis to affect the management of forests. There are a 

lot of people who are personally interested in the issue as well. We should at least do what we 

can do.  

 The conversation is happening. Maybe what we need to do is an education piece so that people 

are aware of the impacts. E.g. misconceptions about deer impacts – people think there is a huge 

deer pop but scientists will tell you that pops are at a low. Realistically, people don’t know what 

the effects are and they have short memories. The education piece is certainly the starting 

piece. Who funds it and who does it, I don’t know, but it is important for changing the mindset 

around this.  

 Ken: We need a list of next steps and a key person to hand this list to. 

 Education. People need to understand the looming crisis. Everyone has an opportunity to work 
this into their ongoing operations. The conversation is happening. If we can educate people 
some of the impacts of climate change people will realize what this means. Education piece is 
the starting place. Who leads this and who funds this is unknown. We can continue to wait or 
we can get a little proactive and start changing the mindset around us. 

 The Cariboo Regional District had meetings with different stakeholders about the Climate 
Adaptation Strategy but never completed the last portion which was community engagement. 
This could be an important contribution towards education and outreach, which was to be the 
final step for the Strategy.  

 There is a worry that we put all this effort into something from the ground up but in the end 
there is risk that the rules will not enable the plan. Education and awareness is key.  

 Harry: How do you feel about the steps that Cowichan took about forming an organization to 

keep the conversation going around climate change, adaptation and water? 

 What happens if we work away on this, and we don’t deal with any systemic problems that are 

created higher up? E.g. inherent problems in the aging Water Act and the licensing process.  

 Harry: But if you develop a consensus to manage issues differently, maybe you eliminate 

individual risks.  



Is there watershed governance potential? 

 Rob: In many ways, that challenge we face right now is a good thing because it forces us to 

conduct a public consultation process earlier than we ever imagined (e.g. low water levels in 

Cowichan). Can achieve the same benefit by managing the weir differently. Will also encourage 

watershed thinking to build public support for doing something differently. There is an 

opportunity here.  

 Stewart: Do you (Cowichan Basin) have support of your provincial MLAs?  

 Rob: We have opposition MLAs right now.  

 Can’t help but see the parallel between the “what next” issue and the Cariboo Chilcotin Invasive 

Plant Committee. It was a collector problem, and they identified an issue, but more momentum 

was needed. It grew because it was the job of some people at CRD to manage invasive plants. 

These people became the nucleus, and then other people were invited to join. Can a seed or a 

kernel of some momentum start based with individuals who are already working with water, 

and then these people put a call out to volunteers. Start with education and see where it goes. 

The Invasive Plant Committee started with a small amount of funding, but now that the province 

is offloading some of this responsibility, they can take this over.  

 Rob: CVRD put $50,000 toward funding this initiative, and Cowichan Valley Tribes contributes 

$20,000 per year.  

 So, local governments took the initiative to bring people together? There are numerous 

watersheds within the Cariboo RD, and many municipalities are sharing the same aquifers. 

Cariboo RD has the initiative to take this on because they can see what is going on with the 

groundwater. They can also identify a problem at both ends of the watershed.  

 Rob: Cowichan Basin also has many watersheds, but the Cowichan River is particularly valued 

and will hopefully serve as a model for other watersheds.  

 Tried to gather all the silviculture foresters and gov’t, and basically ran into a legislative 

roadblock and funding due to the recession. Started a Society with $25. His task is convincing 

the people he works for to change their investment models. Already downgrading ratings 

because forests will become less productive in the future if management changes are not made.  

 Stewart: An intermediate between having nothing and having a Watershed Board would be to 

develop a Society. Could raise awareness and build momentum. 

 Biggest issue in Future Forests Estate Planning was getting funding.  

 Fraser Basin Council became the holder of the phone list for this type of organization. Mike or 

Maureen from Fraser Basin Council may be able to provide more insight into this option.  

 Steve: It is certainly within the mandate of FBC to offer that service and facilitate/coordinate 

activities.   

 Already a lot of work being done by FBC in this area. We already have a lot of building blocks 

and have a number of Advisory Groups. It’s just a matter of continuing down this road in an 

organized fashion.  

 Water Advisory Group meets on a regular basis. May be a small example of what we’re trying to 

start here. Could be an alternative to a Society. 



 There are a lot of interested people that have come out to public sessions. We could draw a lot 

more people in, creating public pressure.  

 Rob’s story could be written up and put into the newspaper as part of the education piece. It 

was pretty eye-opening to hear about they dealt with their water shortage. 

 Also wondering about talking to the media.  

 Harry: Need to have a public event focused on an action going forward.  

 Cariboo Cattlemen did a tour and had an objective journalist come along and make a YouTube 

video about it to raise awareness. Could do something similar. 

Next Steps: 

 Education – people don’t realize that there is a crisis out there; 

 Learning network; 

 Society or roundtable. 


