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1.	 About	This	Guide	

“Water is life.  Water is our relation.  Water bonds us across time and place to our ancestors, to 
our descendants, and to our land.  Water nourishes, replenishes, cleanses, and refreshes.  It is 
the source of food, sustains our salmon, supports our rich environment, and powers our 
economy.  It is critical to our community and economic prosperity.” 
-Our Common Values, from the Watersheds 2014 Forum Consensus1 

Water is our lifeblood.  We depend on it and recognize it as one of Canada’s most precious 
natural resources2.  However, our watershed ecosystems are facing unprecedented changes at 
many different scales related to a changing climate, population growth, increased natural 
resource development, waste and wastewater discharge and competition between water users.  
From these changes, flow many impacts, including impacts to water resources, watershed 
health and community health and sustainability.  All species and future generations will 
undoubtedly be influenced by how effectively we manage and steward our water resources 
today and long into the future.   

This guide has been developed for local governments, First Nations, and other government 
agencies, stewardship organizations, water users and community stakeholders in order to: 

• Understand the value of collaborative watershed governance;  
• Build capacity to design, initiate and effectively participate in collaborative watershed 

governance processes; 
• Navigate through the web of current and emerging water issues; and, 
• Understand a range of governance approaches and examples throughout BC. 

 The guide:  

• Provides an overview of governance models and structures currently being used in BC; 
• Shares knowledge, experiences and lessons learned from the literature and from 

practitioners that have led or participated in collaborative watershed governance 
processes; and, 

• Connects watershed practitioners with a wide range of available tools and information 
resources. 

Watershed planning and governance initiatives play critical roles in how communities define 
their vision of the future and their path to achieve that vision. These processes can be reactive 
or responsive to existing issues and challenges or they can be proactive in anticipating 
emerging issues on the horizon.  Given the many different ecological, socio-economic and 
political contexts in watersheds throughout BC, when it comes to governance, one size does not 
fit all. There may be as many different approaches to planning and governance, as there are 
                                                
1	The	Watersheds	2014	Forum	Consensus.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/watersheds2014/Watersheds2014Consensus_FINAL.pdf		
2	McAllister	Opinion	Research.		(2014).		‘Freshwater	Insights	BC	2013:	A	Survey	of	British	Columbian	
Attitudes	on	Fresh	Water.’		Funded	by	the	Real	Estate	Foundation	of	BC	and	the	Vancouver	Foundation.		
http://www.refbc.com/sites/default/files/V1.02-PUBLIC-RELEASE-BC-WATER-POLL-2013-Final-Topline-
Findings.pdf		
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communities. This guide highlights some common principles, practices and desired outcomes 
across the spectrum of different processes underway in BC. These are discussed in further 
detail in the sections that follow. 

Section 2 of this guide provides the current context of collaborative watershed governance and 
watershed planning in British Columbia.  With the Water Sustainability Act coming into force on 
February 29, 2016, the conversation about new and innovative forms of governance and shared 
decision-making is timely and marks an exciting opportunity.   

Section 3 provides an overview of collaborative watershed governance.  The rationale for and 
importance of a collaborative approach to watershed governance is provided as well as various 
governance structures, considerations, keys to success and capacity and accountability 
mechanisms that are important in its implementation. Various case studies from BC are also 
profiled. 

An online version of this guidance document will be published by or before autumn of 2016 at 
www.rethinkingwater.ca. This information on governance will supplement previously developed 
information on water and watershed planning tools.  
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2	 Current	Context	of	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	and	Watershed	
Planning	in	BC	

 
With the Water Sustainability Act coming into force on February 29, 2016, the conversation 
about new and innovative ‘alternative governance arrangements’ and shared decision-making is 
timely and marks an exciting opportunity.  
 
Historic approaches to managing natural resources (i.e. provincial decision-making authority 
distributed across multiple, narrow organizational silos), has not served to protect the health and 
sustainability of watersheds.  In some cases, fragmented or uncoordinated decisions regarding 
land, water and other natural resources, along with intensified resource development, has led to 
adverse impacts on watershed ecosystems and the communities that depend on them.  In some 
cases, community-led, collaborative, watershed-based initiatives have emerged in response to 
the limitations of historic approaches to governance.  A rise in these types of initiatives has been 
observed since the 1990s3, demonstrating an increasing desire among watershed-based groups 
to be involved and take on a more significant role in governance and decision-making.   
 
The growing numbers of watershed initiatives and organizations also raises the question of what 
constitutes to good watershed governance and the effective performance of collaborative 
approaches.  Though a collaborative and inclusive approach may help to reflect the myriad of 
issues within a watershed, bringing the right people together is no easy task.  Done well, 
however, this process can lead to efficient, credible and cost effective means of developing 
integrated and robust solutions to complex problems. This discussion paper explores success 
factors that contribute to effective collaborative watershed governance processes as 
demonstrated by an array of case studies across the province of BC.  Though this paper does 
not intend to provide a comprehensive list of best practices for governance and planning, it does 
undertake a preliminary analysis of currently active watershed groups in BC and adds to the 
conversation of how these initiatives are best undertaken on the ground in practice.  In addition, 
this document may provide some insights for the Province of BC as it develops approaches and 
regulations relating to the delegation of responsibilities to watershed entities through the Water 
Sustainability Act. 
 

 

                                                
3	Brandes,	O.M.	&	J.	O’Riordan.		(2014).		‘A	Blueprint	for	Watershed	Governance	in	British	Columbia.’		POLIS	
Project	on	Ecological	Governance.	University	of	Victoria.		Accessed	24	Feb	2014.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-web.pdf		
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3	 Collaborative	Watershed	Governance		

3.1	 Introduction	to	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	
 
“There can be no effective governance of a river without all parties at the table.” 
-Tom Cadieux, DFO, Coquitlam River Watershed Strategy Phase 3 Report4 
 
Watershed governance can be defined as the range of political, organizational and 
administrative processes through which: 

• Decision-makers are chosen; 
• Citizens and various groups articulate their interests; 
• Decisions are made and implemented; and, 
• Decision-makers are held accountable5.   

 
In order to advance the sustainability of our watersheds and water resources, decision-making 
and governance processes must be reflective of the interdependent nature of these natural 
systems.  Collaborative watershed governance is an approach to planning and management 
that recognizes this by incorporating decision-making at the watershed scale, including the 
interconnected components of watershed systems such as surface (e.g. rivers, streams, lakes) 
and ground water (e.g. aquifers) and engaging a multitude of private and public interests (e.g. 
all orders of government, industry, agricultural sectors, academic institutions and NGOs). This 
differs from water management, which includes operational activities to regulate water and 
impose conditions on its use6. Put simply, governance refers to how we make decisions and 
who gets to decide whereas management refers to the models, principles and information we 
use to make those decisions7. 
 
We propose watersheds as a useful geographic scale for collaborative governance, as it is a 
discrete ecosystem and encompasses numerous interconnections such as: 

• Ground and surface water connections; 
• Land and water connections; 
• Upstream and downstream connections; and, 
• Human community and ecosystem connections8. 

 
 

                                                
4	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Strategy.		2010.		‘Appendix	C-	October	30,2009’	in	Public	Assemblies	on	Phase	III	
–	Governance	Strategy	and	Direction	Setting.		p.	4. 
5	Nowlan,	L	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context’.		
Program	on	Water	Governance.		University	of	British	Columbia.	P.	5. 
6	Ibid.	p.	14. 
7	Bakker,	K.		(2006).		‘Introduction’.		From	Eau	Canada-	The	Future	of	Canada’s	Water.		Vancouver:	UBC	Press.	
8	Fraser	Basin	Council	&	the	BC	Wildlife	Federation.	(2014).	‘Indicators	to	Assess	Watershed	Health,	
Discussion	Paper.’		Advancing	Watershed	Sustainability	in	BC	Project.	
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Watersheds can be comprised of sub-watershed systems, which drain into a main watercourse.  
Although, a useful scale to assess ecosystem health would be a third order watershed and/or a 
1:50,000 map scale9, collaborative watershed governance models vary according to watershed 
characteristics in addition to their historical, socio-economic and political contexts.  There is no 
‘one-size-fits-all’ template for implementation.   
  
Watershed Governance Objectives  
 
Though the objectives of collaborative watershed governance will vary according to a particular 
context, groups generally seek to achieve the following goals: 

● Improve water management through effective planning;  
● Involve a wider variety of voices and perspectives in the decision making process adding 

legitimacy to the outcomes10 11; 
● Provide a forum for conflict resolution among diverse interests and users in the 

watershed, and, 
● Increase the capacity of local communities to manage their watersheds sustainably. 

  
We will explore different case studies and their different objectives further in Section 3.6. 
  
Benefits and Potential Outcomes  
  
Collaborative watershed governance, given the appropriate context, can have many benefits 
and positive outcomes.  These encompass three broad categories: 
1.     Building trust and relationships among watershed interests; 
2.     Increasing the knowledge, capacity and legitimacy of collaborative watershed entities; and, 
3.     Operational efficiency and effectiveness in watershed planning and management 
processes. 
  
Building trust and relationships among watershed interests 
  
Successful collaborative watershed organizations encourage the participation from a range of 
interests represented in the watershed.  These include federal and provincial 
agencies/departments, First Nations, local government, industry, NGOs, academia and 
concerned citizens.  These participants are often recruited through community champions who 
ensure clear, fair and transparent procedures to ensure legitimacy of decisions.  This in turn 
builds trusting, collaborative working relationships between participants and thereby builds 
broader support among participant networks. 
  

                                                
9	Ibid,	p.	5. 
10	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		“Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context.’		
Program	on	Water	Governance	University	of	British	Columbia.	
11	Michaels,	S.,	R.	Herpel	and	B.	Swainson.	(2010).		‘Challenges	of	Collaborative	Water	Related	Decision-Making.’		
Briefing	Note	#2,	February.		Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.		University	of	Waterloo.	p	1.	
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Interpersonal trust is related to the governance principles of transparency and legitimacy.  
Transparency implies open communication and is also linked to accountability.  When 
organizations are transparent, it is easy for certain interests and the public to track their 
performance, progress and decision-making processes.  Having this information accessible to 
those involved in the process as well as the general public allows for building trust and 
credibility over time. 
  
Other outcomes of building relationships and trust include: 

● An increase in understanding among stakeholders and prevention or reduction in conflict 
over competing uses12; 

● Partnerships and alliances between diverse groups; 
● Potential for learning between diverse stakeholders to work towards common visions, 

goals, and mutual understanding; 
● Participants learn to better appreciate the specific challenges other individuals and 

organizations face; 
● Empowerment of stakeholders (particularly those traditionally marginalized); and, 
● More positive outcomes that have the ‘buy-in’ and support of influential interests. 

 
Increasing the knowledge, capacity and legitimacy of collaborative watershed entities 
  
While engaging in the collaborative process, groups within watershed entities have the 
opportunity learn more about the perspectives outside of their sectors.  This can result in shared 
learning, greater cooperation in information / data sharing as well as innovation from the cross-
pollination of ideas.  Collaboration with technical professionals and experts may also help build 
this capacity.  As new ideas and approaches to watershed governance and planning become 
more widely accepted and endorsed by the collaborative group, they achieve greater legitimacy 
and enforceability.  
  
 Operational efficiency and effectiveness in watershed planning and management processes 
  
Collaborative watershed governance at the watershed scale involves a range of stakeholders 
familiar with the local context and current initiatives.  This local knowledge can increase the 
operational efficiency and effectiveness of watershed planning and management initiatives by 
aligning priorities with realities and conditions on-the-ground13.  Collaborative groups can also 
pool their financial and human resources to advance watershed sustainability initiatives sharing 
both costs and risks14. 
 
 
                                                
12	National	Roundtable	on	the	Environment	and	Economy	(NRTEE).		(2011).		‘Chapter	7-	Collaborative	Water	
Governance.’		From	Charting	a	Course.		NRTEE	website.		Accessed	29	Oct	2012.		http://nrtee-trnee.ca/charting-a-
course-chapter-7-collaborative-water-governance	
13	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context.’		BC	
Water	Governance	Project.		Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.		P.	17.	
14 Huxham,	C.		(2000).		‘The	Challenge	of	Collaborative	Governance.’		Public	Management,	Vol	2	(3).		p.	340. 
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Conditions for Collaborative Watershed Governance  
 
Though collaborative watershed governance is an effective mechanism in multi-sectoral and 
multi-jurisdictional situations, it is important to realize that it is one of many different approaches 
and other options should also be considered if it suits the context of your watershed. 
  
Collaborative watershed governance is ideal in situations where: 

• Enabling legislation and/or policies for collaborative watershed governance and/or 
watershed planning exist; 

• Input from multiple stakeholders into decision making on ‘big picture’ or strategic issues 
is required; 

• Stakeholders perceive themselves as interdependent and have a shared interest in 
sustainable water resources and watersheds; 

• Stakeholders have an incentive to participate; 
• Long term commitment from multiple stakeholders is required; 
• A strategy of empowerment and representation of stakeholders that have a lesser 

capacity, organization, status or resources to participate can be formulated; 
• The collaborative governance group is the only forum in which meaningful results can be 

achieved; and, 
• High degrees of distrust and antagonism between stakeholders can be mediated within 

the collaborative governance group through the use of a facilitator. 
  
Collaborative watershed governance may not be an appropriate mechanism when: 

• Agencies must make or implement decisions quickly; 
• Actors are not interdependent and have no reason to engage with one another; 
• The process is used by certain groups to delay actions or hinder policy processes; 
• No processes exist for conflict resolution; 
• Power imbalances exist and involving a facilitator is not an option; 
• Clarity is lacking about authority for decision-making; 
• Federal and provincial policy is not aligned with municipal or watershed organizations’ 

objectives; and, 
• There is a well-defined problem that can be easily dealt with by a government 

department or another single entity. 
  
It is important that organizations consider the contextual conditions in order to assess whether 
the approach of collaborative watershed governance is likely to achieve or hinder its proposed 
objectives and mandate.   
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In the British Columbia context, there are also specific considerations that must be addressed in 
the governance approach adopted.  These include15: 

● The geographic and cultural diversity of watersheds; 
● The fact that 94% of land and resources are owned by the Crown (although many 

watersheds on Vancouver Island are primarily private lands, and many First Nations are 
challenging Crown ownership); 

● Unresolved Aboriginal treaties with evolving rights to water and watershed resources; 
● The current patchwork of existing strategic land-use plans and their various legal 

commitments; 
● The lack of local government jurisdiction over upstream activities, which affects its ability 

to protect drinking water resources; 
● The integrated single decision-maker model for resource development in the provincial 

government, which emphasizes streamlining and expediting permitting and approval 
processes; 

● Limited or non-existent requirements to monitor and report actual water use; 
● The current lack to tools to assess cumulative watershed impacts; and, 
● The changes to regulating groundwater extraction, environmental flows, and monitoring 

and assessment in recent regulations in the Water Sustainability Act. 
  
 
Risks, Issues and Challenges  
   
Though collaborative watershed governance can have many benefits, its realization in practice 
poses many issues and challenges.  These challenges fall into two broad categories of 
operational and contextual challenges.  
  
Some Operational Challenges include the following: 

● Unequal representation of stakeholders at the local level16; 
● Balancing the various values attributed to water and watersheds (ecological, social, 

economic, cultural, spiritual, recreational, etc.); 
● Communication and understanding across cultures, sectors and disciplines; 
● Long-term organizational sustainability can be undermined if large amounts of volunteer 

time are required, which can lead to volunteer “burnout”; 
● Greater overall costs, and more time required to produce outcomes, such as water use 

or watershed plans; 
● Sustainable source of funding; 
● Changing membership over time (both in total number and representation) can lead to 

challenges related to continuity17; 

                                                
15	Brandes,	O.	M.	&	J.	O’Riordan.	(2014).		A	Blueprint	for	Watershed	Governance	in	British	Columbia.		POLIS	
Project	on	Ecological	Governance.			http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-
web.pdf.	
16	Ibid.	
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● Democratic selection of watershed representatives; 
● Fragmentation and lack of data; 
● Jurisdictional fragmentation; 
● Resistance to the sharing of power and authority among diverse government and non-

government actors18 (though this is not unique to collaborative watershed governance) 
● Balancing regulatory and non-regulatory measures; 
● Integrating new mandates into already complex institutional environments; and, 
● Accounting for different decision cycles and bureaucratic procedures characteristic of 

different organizations. 
  
Some Contextual Challenges include the following: 

● Natural variability of water and geographic characteristics; 
● Tensions around sharing power and authority; 
● Persuading major tenure / permit holders to participate19; 
● Desirability of oversight, direction and support from the Province; 
● Lack of authority for a governance body to act on issues that the public perceives to be 

within a different jurisdiction; 
● Lack of authority to address the lack of coordination between water-related policies and 

planning processes of different government agencies; 
● Coordination of local environmental interests with regional and national environmental 

concerns; and, 
● Agencies, policies and programs as well as priorities and jurisdictions are always in flux 

with changes in government20. 
  
Collaborative watershed governance in practice also poses a number of risks that should be 
taken into consideration: 

● Consensus based processes and broad-based participation may lead to watered down 
solutions at the lowest common denominator rather than optimal solutions; 

● Collaborative watershed governance and the rise of watershed entities does not diminish 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of the Province on water resources but presents an 
opportunity for partnership to fulfill its mandate at the watershed scale; and, 

● Though there is evidence of decreasing budgets in provincial and federal departments 
related to water, consistent participation and representation of agency staff is an 
important part of the collaborative watershed governance process. 

  

                                                                                                                                                       
17	National	Roundtable	on	the	Environment	and	Economy	(NRTEE).		(2011).		‘Chapter	7-	Collaborative	Water	
Governance.’		From	Charting	a	Course.		NRTEE	website.		Accessed	29	Oct	2012.		http://nrtee-trnee.ca/charting-a-
course-chapter-7-collaborative-water-governance	
18	de	Loe,	R.	and	G.	Simms.		(2009).		Introduction	to	Source	Water	Protection	Governance,	Briefing	Note	#1.		April.		
Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.		University	of	Waterloo.	
19	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context.’		BC	
Water	Governance	Project.		Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.		P.	73.	
20	Huxham,	C.		(2000).		‘The	Challenge	of	Collaborative	Governance.’		Public	Management,	Vol	2	(3),	p.	345.	
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3.2	 Why	is	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	Important?		
 
Rivers are our means of life – where we hunt, fish, trap and travel.  The river is not just the 
water; it’s the vegetation, the fish, the medicines, the moose that comes down to drink, the 
beaver that swims by, the muskrat.  It has more value than all the parts of the land.  It needs to 
be protected. 
-Respect for the Land:  Fort Nelson First Nations Strategic Land Use Plan21 
 
As threats to watersheds continue to grow throughout British Columbia and Canada, new 
strategies are needed to address them.  There is growing recognition that conventional 
command and control policy tools utilized by governments will not be able to solve these 
complex challenges22.  And though watershed governance has traditionally been the 
responsibility of senior government, there is an appetite and desire within the water community 
to have more local involvement in decision-making23 24. 
  
Decreasing Capacity within Government to Manage Watersheds 
  
Provincial and federal governments have the primary authority to manage watersheds and 
water resources (and other associated resources) in Canada.  However, steadily shrinking 
budgets and staff resources25 26 (especially following the financial downturn in 2008 and 2009 – 
see Figure 1) have decreased the capacity to fulfill these mandates especially amidst expanding 
resource development pressures27.  This has resulted in an increasing demand for communities 
to implement innovative and localized solutions and subsequently, a rise in organizations and 

                                                
21	Fort	Nelson	First	Nation.		(2012).		Respect	for	the	Land:		Fort	Nelson	First	Nations	Strategic	Land	Use	Plan.		
p.13.	http://lands.fnnation.ca/sites/default/files/project-files/respect_for_the_land_-
_fnfn_slup_june_27_2012.pdf 
22	Simms,	G.	and	de	Loe,	R.		(2010).		‘Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:		A	Discussion	Paper.’		
Governance	for	Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada,	Report	No.	2.		Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.		
University	of	Waterloo.	
23	Morris,	T	&	O.	M.	Brandes.		(2013).		‘The	State	of	the	Water	Movement	in	British	Columbia:	A	Waterscape	
Scan	&	Needs	Assessment	of	BC	Watershed-Based	Groups.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance,	
University	of	Victoria.	http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/StateOfWaterMovement_HigRes.pdf	
24	Brandes,	O	&	J.	O’Riordan.		(2014).		‘A	Blueprint	for	Watershed	Governance	in	British	Columbia.’		POLIS		
Project	on	Ecological	Governance.		http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-web.pdf	
25	West	Coast	Environmental	Law.		(2004).		‘Please	Hold.		Someone	Will	Be	With	You.		A	report	on	diminished	
monitoring	and	enforcement	capacity	in	the	Ministry	of	Water,	Land	and	Air	Protection.’		
http://wcel.org/sites/default/files/publications/Please%20Hold%20-
%20A%20Report%20on%20Diminished%20Monitoring%20and%20Enforcement%20Capacity%20in%20t
he%20Ministry%20of%20Water,%20Land%20and%20Air%20Protection.pdf 
26	Archibald,	R.	et	al.		(2012).		‘Trends	in	Renewable	Resource	Management	in	BC.’		BC	Journal	of	Ecosystems	
and	Management.		FORREX	Forum	for	Research	and	Extension	in	Natural	Resources.		
http://bcforestconversation.com/wp-content/uploads/TrendsinRR.pdf	
27	Brandes,	O	&	J.	O’Riordan.		(2014).		‘A	Blueprint	for	Watershed	Governance	in	British	Columbia.’		POLIS		
Project	on	Ecological	Governance.		http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-web.pdf	
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collaborative initiatives across BC with a focus on watersheds28. In many cases, local 
governments, First Nations, communities and grassroots organizations have undertaken very 
significant roles in different aspects of protecting and restoring watershed health. 
  
Given that there are many possible objectives and priorities for water use, as well as divergent 
values for water, decisions based on one or a few realms of knowledge and authority can be 
ineffective, unrepresentative and inappropriate29. Governments still play a large role in effective 
watershed governance but they cannot act alone and need the input and participation of other 
key players to ensure policies and decisions are democratic, legitimate, and resilient to change 
and maximize successful implementation.  Collaborative watershed governance represents this 
trend towards a more multi-sectoral, multi-tiered model. 
 
	
 

Figure 1:  Budget Allocation for Activities to Advance Watershed Sustainability within the 
Ministry of Environment from 1980-2014. 
	 
New Governance Opportunities within the Water Sustainability Act 
  
In light of this rise of community-led watershed organizations to address the growing lack of 
capacity within the Province, provisions in BC’s Water Sustainability Act that may enable 
‘alternative governance arrangements’ and establish sharing of power and decision-making 
authority, mark an exciting opportunity to explore new and collaborative governance functions at 

                                                
28	Ibid,	p.	12.	
29	Simms,	G.	and	de	Loe,	R.		(2010).		‘Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:		A	Discussion	Paper.’		
Governance	for	Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada,	Report	No.	2.		Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.		University	
of	Waterloo.		p.	3	
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local or regional scales30.  Currently, many watershed-based organizations do not have 
statutory authority and mainly play an advisory role in decision-making.  However, many are 
ready and motivated to accept new responsibilities.  Though these organizations differ in 
capacity and level of expertise, the Water Sustainability Act may enable the delegation of some 
responsibilities to these organizations with appropriate provincial oversight and support. 
  

3.3	 Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	Structures		
 
There are various mechanisms and approaches through which collaborative decision-making 
can occur.  However, these collaborative watershed governance structures are not homogenous 
and/or universally applicable.  They are often unique to each watershed’s ecological, social, 
economic and cultural characteristics as well as its political and jurisdictional complexity.  This 
section explores these various structures and approaches by different watershed organizations 
throughout BC. 
  
Structure Characteristics and Approaches 
  
Collaborative watershed governance structures can take on many different forms and functions 
given their flexibility to address regional and local particularities.  However, they are usually 
differentiated by four main characteristics31: 
1.     Duration (short versus long term), 
2.     Decision-making power (advisory versus authoritative), 
3.     Distribution (degree to which decision making power is shared or distributed), and 
4.     Participation (who shares in the decision making). 
  
Based on these four characteristics, the following figure illustrates the range of collaborative 
watershed governance approaches: 
		
	
 

                                                
30	Province	of	British	Columbia.		(2014).		‘A	Water	Sustainability	Act	for	BC	Legislative	Proposal.’		P.	63.		
http://engage.gov.bc.ca/watersustainabiltiyact/files/2013/10/WSA_legislative-proposal_web-doc.pdf	
31	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Water	
Context.’		Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.		
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Figure 2:  Approaches to Collaborative Watershed Governance32 
 

                                                
32	National	Roundtable	on	the	Environment	and	the	Economy	(NRTEE).		(2011).		‘Chapter	7	–	Collaborative	
Watershed	Governance.’	Charting	a	Course:		Sustainable	Water	Use	by	Canada’s	Natural	Resource	Sectors.	P.	
121.		[Adapted	from	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	
in	the	BC	Water	Context.’		Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.		P.19-21.	
http://collectionscanada.gc.ca/webarchives2/20130322143450/http://nrtee-trnee.ca/publications-2	 
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These approaches can be defined as follows33: 
 

Water Governance 
Approach 

Description Key Characteristics 
(Duration, Decision 

making power, 
Distribution, 
Participation) 

Traditional Governance Traditional governance exists 
where government controls all 
decision-making.  Non-government 
stakeholders have limited 
participation, typically by invitation 
only, and often with a high 
proportion of technical experts.  
The governance process is usually 
short-term, with a very specific and 
often narrow mandate.  Most 
governments in Canada have 
moved away from this model.  

• Short Term 
• Authoritative 
• Government sole 

decision-making 
body 

• Limited 
participation of non-
governmental 
stakeholders 

Multi-Level Collaborative 
Governance 

This approach involves many 
orders of government with a 
broader goal of improving water-
management outcomes.  Typically 
this involves an informal 
collaboration between a range of 
governmental – and sometimes 
non-governmental – stakeholders 
over a relatively long time period 
(e.g. five years or more).  Usually a 
forum is created in which 
information is shared and 
management actions are 
discussed and negotiated, but 
formal government agencies retain 
decision-making power.  Existing 
government partners act under 
their respective jurisdictions and 
legislative mandates and appoint 
representatives to the collaborative 
process but the forum itself is not 

• Long Term 
• Advisory 
• Distribution of 

decision-making 
power shared 
among government 
stakeholders 

• Limited 
participation of non-
governmental 
stakeholders 

                                                
33	Ibid,	p.	120.	
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enabled by legislation. Examples 
include the Fraser Basin Council34. 

Consultative Governance This approach covers problem-
focused governmental initiatives 
and is intended to provide specific 
inputs for policy reform.  The 
primary goal is extensive 
consultation with a wide range of 
stakeholders, where government 
consults with stakeholders, but 
doesn’t share decision-making 
power.  Typically limited duration, 
the mandate of these initiatives is 
normally constrained.  There is 
generally no legislative basis for 
any organization formed under a 
consultative governance approach.  
An example of this model would be 
the BC Drinking Water Review 
Panel. 

• Short Term 
• Authoritative 
• Government sole 

decision making 
body 

• Extensive 
participation of non-
governmental 
stakeholders 

Delegated Governance This approach involves formalized, 
autonomous bodies with enabling 
legislation that possess 
implementation power for water 
management decisions.  A range 
of governmental and private 
stakeholder groups is typically 
represented.  Because these 
agencies tend to require large 
budgets they are often rare.  
Examples of these include the 
Okanagan Basin Water Board (see 
Section 3.6.2) and Ontario’s 
Conservation Authorities35.  
Delegated decision-making 
authority to watershed 
organizations is also being 

• Long Term 
• Authoritative 
• Distribution of 

decision-making 
power shared 
among all 
stakeholders 

• Extensive 
participation of all 
stakeholders 

                                                
34 Fraser	Basin	Council	website.		http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/. 
35	For	more	information	on	Ontario’s	Conservation	Authorities,	see	http://www.ontarioconservationareas.ca/	
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considered through the Water 
Sustainability Act3637. 

Collaborative Engagement 
Processes 

Although not included in the figure 
above, this is another watershed 
governance approach38.  These 
collaborative processes employ 
techniques for conflict resolution 
amongst diverse stakeholders and 
usually consist of project specific 
planning exercises within a 
shorter-term duration.  These 
activities include collaborative 
learning, conflict resolution and 
mediation, risk assessment and 
risk reduction strategies.  An 
example of this process is BC 
Hydro’s Water Use Planning 
Process39. 

• Short Term 
• Advisory 
• Water Comptroller 

(government 
representative) 
ultimate decision 
making body40 

• Extensive 
participation of all 
stakeholders41 

	 
 

Table 1:  Approaches to Collaborative Watershed Governance.  
  
Collaborative Watershed Governance Examples in Practice  
  
As described earlier, there is a range of informal and formal collaborative watershed 
governance structures.  Many of these structures are developed based on contextual factors 
such as competing water uses, the socio-economic profile of participating communities and the 
community vision and values for the watershed among others. 
  
The following table presents examples of structures that have been implemented in practice 
throughout BC: 
	 

                                                
36	Province	of	BC.		(2013).		A	Water	Sustainability	Act	for	BC	Legislative	Proposal.		p.	64.		
http://engage.gov.bc.ca/watersustainabilityact/files/2013/10/WSA_legislative-proposal_web-doc.pdf	
37	Bill	18-2014:	Water	Sustainability	Act.		https://www.leg.bc.ca/Pages/BCLASS-
Legacy.aspx#%2Fcontent%2Flegacy%2FWeb%2F40th2nd%2F1st_read%2Fgov18-1.htm		
38	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Water	
Context.’		Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.		P.19. 
39	For	more	on	BC	Hydro’s	Water	Use	Plans,	see	
http://www.bchydro.com/toolbar/about/sustainability/conservation/water_use_planning.html?WT.mc_id=r
d_wup 
40	Nikolic,	D.	(2001).		‘Collaborating	for	Success?	Working	Together	in	the	Coquitlam	Watershed.’		MA	Thesis	
for	the	School	of	Community	and	Regional	Planning,	University	of	British	Columbia.		P.	59. 
41	Ibid,	p.	52.	
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COLLABORATIVE	WATERSHED	GOVERNANCE	
STRUCTURE 

	 

CHARACTERISTICS	IN	PRACTICE 

UMBRELLA Helps	to	coordinate	groups	with	related	goals. 
	 

COALITIONS Often	temporary,	like-minded	groups	build	an	
alliance	around	a	specific	purpose. 
	 

PARTNERSHIP Limited	number	of	entities	working	together	
towards	(a)	shared	objective(s)	with	joint	
investment	of	resources. 
	 

ROUNDTABLE Multi-interest,	oriented	around	a	geographical	
area/community. 
	 

SOCIETY Constituted	under	the	Society	Act,	often	
charitable	status,	and	does	not	include	
government	or	diverse	interests. 
	 

COUNCIL Includes	government	representatives	and	may	
be	legislated. 
	 

OTHER/HYBRID/UNIQUE Unique	structure	drawing	on	differences	above	
or	new	characteristics. 
	 

COMBINATION 2	or	more	of	the	structures	parallel/connected. 
	 

EVOLUTION	FROM	ONE	MODEL	TO	ANOTHER Expects	transition	from	a	start-up	structure	to	
another	structure	later. 
	 

Table 2:  Collaborative Watershed Governance Structures42. 

                                                
42	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2010).		‘A	Structure	for	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance:		
Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.’		From	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Strategy:	Public	Assemblies	on	
Phase	III	Governance	Strategy	and	Direction	Setting.		p.	23.		
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An example of a community based, multi-level governance approach, would be the Coquitlam 
River Watershed Roundtable (CRWR) which represents a diversity of interests in the watershed 
including all representatives from all orders of government agencies (federal, provincial, local 
and First Nations), NGOs, recreational associations, real estate developers, BC Hydro, gravel 
operators and concerned citizens. To see a more detailed review of the CRWR, please see 
Section 3.6.3.  
  
The Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB) is an example of a more formalized structure with a 
delegated governance approach and establishment under enabling legislation. For more on the 
OBWB see Sections 3.6.2. 
 

3.4	 Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	Keys	to	Success43		
 
With the steady rise in collaborative watershed initiatives across BC, it is important to determine 
the best approaches for their effective performance.  Demonstrated by a series of case studies 
across BC (see Section 3.6), this section provides some keys to success for collaborative 
watershed governance in practice.  These factors related to four key areas: 
 

1. An Enabling Policy Framework – This includes the policy context of governance such 
as the current legislative and regulatory framework, policy and planning frameworks for 
decision-making, as well as emergent, evolving and/or recommended aspects of policy 
such as new enabling legislation and evolving roles for existing jurisdictions. 

2. Organizational Design – This includes the formal structure, composition, and 
procedures of collaborative governance organizations such as their vision, mandate, 
membership and terms of reference or governance manual as agreed to by the 
members of the organization.   

3. Capacity and Resources – This includes the overall capacity of the governance 
organization relative to its mandate including the quality and quantity of human, financial 
and information resources. 

4. Other Success Factors – This includes the more qualitative human elements that are 
necessary for effective collaborative processes such as leadership, respect, trust and 
commitment.   

 
These areas of success were both complementary as well as valuable additions to the literature 
reviewed especially for more recent publications focusing on the BC context and the ongoing 
implementation of the Water Sustainability Act.  Examples of research institutes and think tanks 

                                                                                                                                                       
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/sites/default/files/CRWS_Phase_III_governance_strategy_and_developm
ent_summary_July_2010_0.PDF	
43	From	‘Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	–	Keys	to	Success	and	Current	Examples	in	BC.’		Discussion	
Paper.		(2015).		Fraser	Basin	Council.			
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/_Library/Water_BCWF/Collaborative_Watershed_Governance_Keys_to_Succes
s_and_Case_Studies-May1-2015.pdf		
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continuing to undertake this work include the POLIS Project on Ecological Governance, the 
Okanagan Basin Water Board, West Coast Environmental Law and the Integrated Watershed 
Research Group at University of Northern BC among others.   
 

3.4.1	 Enabling	Policy	Framework		
  
Both the literature and watershed organization representatives that were interviewed 
acknowledged that enabling legislation for collaborative watershed governance needs to be in 
place with a clear regulatory framework that speaks to the roles, responsibilities and 
commitments of the Province and other jurisdictions and organizations involved.  This was 
demonstrated by the success of the Okanagan Basin Water Board. 
  
 
Example – Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB) 
 
The OBWB’s formation was enabled by two pieces of legislation - the Municipalities Enabling 
and Validating Act (MEVA), which sets the provisions for its establishment, and the 
Supplementary Letters Patent (SLP) to the Okanagan regional districts.  Together with policies 
approved through resolution and basic municipal law, the legislative framework sets out the 
authority, objectives, purpose, membership and representation, cost sharing measures between 
regional districts as well as accountability for OBWB’s activities44. 
  
Although more semi-formal examples demonstrated a level of success, the clarity of an enabling 
policy/legislative framework helps to establish external legitimacy (i.e. credibility of those 
influencing decisions and credibility of outcomes).  
  
Other keys to success included co-governance with First Nations, which incorporates an 
approach beyond consultation and more towards reconciliation and collaboration with 
recognition of Aboriginal rights and title45.  Co-governance also emphasizes the role of local 
governments at both the municipal and regional district levels who are representative of their 
constituents at the watershed scale.  
  
Example – Cowichan Watershed Board (CWB) 
 
The Cowichan Watershed Board’s governance structure is a strong example of a co-
governance approach to decision-making.  Articulated in Section 3.2 of its Governance 
Manual46, the CWB is co-chaired by a Director from the Cowichan Valley Regional District 

                                                
44	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Governance	Manual.	
45	First	Nations	Leadership	Council.		(2013).		‘Advancing	an	Indigenous	Framework	for	Consultation	and	
Accommodation	in	BC.’			http://www.fns.bc.ca/pdf/319_UBCIC_IndigActionBook-Text_loresSpreads.pdf	
46	Cowichan	Watershed	Board.		(2010).	‘Cowichan	Watershed	Board	Governance	Manual.’	p.5.	
http://cowichanwatershedboard.ca/sites/default/files/CWB-Governance-Manual-2010.pdf	
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(CVRD) and the Chief or a Councilor of Cowichan Tribes.  These co-chairs are to be selected 
jointly by the CVRD and Cowichan Tribes and are tasked with leadership responsibilities for the 
CWB.  This partnership has been critical to CWB’s success.  When the CWB was established, 
the then Chief of Cowichan Tribes, Lydia Hwitsum and then Chair of the CVRD, Gerry Giles, 
“noted that the time was right to work from some recent success and to build strong 
relationships to ensure they could work constructively across jurisdictions for the overarching 
goals of bettering the watershed and its communities”47.   In addition, CWB members are either 
elected officials or appointed by elected officials.  Four other members at large and up to two 
individual members are nominated by the provincial or federal governments, and are jointly 
approved by the Cowichan Tribes Council and CVRD Board48.  Though the CWB is a semi-
formal entity with only an advisory capacity, their recommendations to regulatory agencies do 
carry weight and influence due to their inclusive, consensus based decision-making structure 
and process. 
  
Example – Shawnigan Basin Authority 
 
Taking a similar approach to co-governance, the Shawnigan Basin Authority has the electoral 
area representative from the Cowichan Valley Regional District Area B and a representative 
from the Malahat First Nation as co-chairs.  Given the time and capacity constraints facing the 
Malahat First Nation, the provisions leave their engagement at their discretion and establish a 
consultative relationship with respect to any decisions of the Authority.   
  

3.4.2	 Organizational	Design		
   
Collaboration can be an effective approach to address the fragmented and siloed agencies 
responsible for watersheds and water resources.  However, our findings suggest that its 
implementation must be strategic to achieve success in watershed governance.  Although the 
right people may be at the table, it is important that their organization be aligned with the vision 
and goals they would like to achieve and the local and regional contexts within the watershed.  
This emphasizes the importance of the structure and composition of collaborative groups (see 
Table 2 in the previous section for a list of various collaborative watershed governance 
structures).    
  
Example – Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable (CRWR) 
  

                                                
47	Personal	communication,	August	12,	2014	as	cited	in	‘The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:		An	Evolution	of	
Collaborative	Watershed	Goverance.’		by	Rodger	Hunter,	Michele-Lee	Moore	and	Laura	Brandes.		POLIS	Project	on	
Ecological	Governance,	University	of	Victoria.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf	
48	Hunter,	R	et	al.		(2014).		‘The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:	An	Evolution	of	Collaborative	Watershed	
Goverannce.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf	
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The CRWR developed their Coquitlam River Watershed Strategy through a four-phase 
watershed planning process.  The primary objective of Phase 3 of this process (2009-2010) was 
to formalize a governance structure and terms of reference for a watershed planning 
team/coalition to collaboratively develop a watershed plan.  Because the group had participated 
in an extensive process to research the history of activities in the watershed (Phase 1 - 2007-
2008) and come to consensus on its vision, mission and guiding principles (Phase 2 – 2008-
2009), it was a top priority that the design of the proposed structure be consistent with those 
outcomes.  
  
It was then decided that the Roundtable structure was the most appropriate to include all 
stakeholders including all orders of government, the Kwikwetlem First Nation, industry, utilities, 
real estate developers, NGOs and academia.  The Roundtable would be accountable for 
following the direction set by the vision, values, mission and guiding principles.  Being a semi-
formal governance organization with no enabling legislative framework, the Roundtable doesn’t 
make decisions related to jurisdictional authority and legislative responsibilities.  Like the 
Cowichan Watershed Roundtable, its goal is to influence decisions of government who have 
authority in the watershed in addition to other roles related to monitoring, information sharing 
and relationship building.  
  
The Roundtable promotes broad representation and inclusive membership and encourages 
champions in the watershed to join as members provided they agree to the Terms of Reference.  
The Core Committee, the administrative/executive arm of the Roundtable, consists of a subset 
of Roundtable members assigned by each sector rather than individuals with sectoral 
representation.  A coordinator supports both the Roundtable and Core Committee and is an 
important liaison between the two.  An additional Committee includes the Funding Committee, 
which is a collection of supporters that invest in the Roundtable.   
 

3.4.3	 Clear	and	Common	Purpose		
“In order for objectives and goals to be implemented, you have to speak to people’s guts.  You 
have to speak to what really matters to them and what they value.” 
-Rodger Hunter, Cowichan Watershed Board Coordinator 
  
As seen in the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable example (Section 3.6.3), a clear and 
common purpose is articulated in an initiative’s vision, mission and mandate.  It was 
emphasized that these elements must speak to the values of those in the watershed and the 
appropriate time must be taken to understand what these values are.  The Roundtable 
incorporated this visioning in Phase 2 of their four-phase approach to developing a Coquitlam 
River Watershed Strategy.  
  
Emphasis on the importance of a vision and values was also echoed in the Cowichan 
Watershed Board case study (Section 3.6.1).  Although the Cowichan Basin Water 
Management Plan (completed in 2007) underwent a robust process to develop its 6 goals, 23 
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objectives and 89 actions49, the Cowichan Watershed Board had to take a few more years to 
ensure that these goals actually spoke to people’s values.  An example of this approach was to 
frame one the goals related to water quality as being able to eat shellfish from Cowichan Bay by 
202050.  This messaging was found to be more effective than proposing to meet certain water 
quality standards.    
 
Procedures 
  
All the case studies articulated procedures in their Terms of Reference or a Governance Manual 
that outlined decision-making processes, roles and responsibilities and meeting ground rules.  
These procedures were crucial in gaining clarity on available processes to tackle inevitable 
issues such as conflict and divergent perspectives.  
  
All of the case studies make decisions by consensus or near-consensus.   Consensus decisions 
are often reached through a form of negotiation whereby participants enter into discussions 
articulating their views, interests, positions and preferences for the purpose of finding a mutually 
acceptable resolution or agreement.  With successful collaborative watershed governance 
initiatives being inclusive of a diversity of perspectives, this participatory decision-making style 
enables different perspectives to be heard and accommodated.  This more broad based 
agreement can increase legitimacy of decisions as well as support for implementation.  In 
situations where conflict was high, the use of an impartial facilitator was a key to success to 
build trust between the members of the initiative.  
  
In all case studies, roles and responsibilities of the collaborative watershed governance entity 
were clearly articulated.  In some cases, roles and responsibilities were articulated for additional 
committees and for particular positions such as the Chair, Vice/Co-Chair and Coordinator.  This 
was the case for the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable, the Cowichan Watershed Board 
and the Okanagan Basin Water Board.   
  
Given the diversity of perspectives and history of conflict between different groups in the 
Cowichan and Coquitlam watersheds, a series of ground rules to guide meetings were included 
in their Terms of Reference.  These ground rules help to ensure that meetings are productive, 
respectful, inclusive and fair to all attending members. 
  
Principles  
 
The more long-standing case studies examined incorporated a set of guiding principles into their 
Terms of Reference or Governance Manual.  These principles are helpful and necessary to help 

                                                
49	Westland	Resource	Group	Inc.		(2007).		‘Cowichan	Basin	Water	Management	Plan.’		
http://www.cowichanwatershedboard.ca/sites/default/files/CowichanBasinWaterManagementPlan-
March2007.pdf	
50	Ruminski,	T.		(2015).		‘Cowichan	Watershed	Board	Want	Cow	Bay	to	Have	Edible	Shellfish	by	2020.’		My	
Cowichan	Valley	Now.		http://www.mycowichanvalleynow.com/5590/cowichan-watershed-board-wants-cow-bay-
edible-shellfish-2020/	
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the group achieve its common vision and mission as well as guide its activities and approaches.  
An inclusive and consensus based process to decide on these principles can also achieve 
procedural legitimacy and more effective implementation of actions within the watershed.   
 
As seen in the case of the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable, their guiding principles were 
helpful in establishing their vision, mission and governance structure.  They also helped 
establish accountability and transparency with respect to communications and public reporting, 
decision-making, progress, performance and financial management.  Principles can also enable 
inclusivity and equitable opportunity to participate.  According to the literature and case studies 
reviewed, a number of principles were commonly mentioned: 

• Transparency 
• Accountability 
• Respect for the rule of law (e.g. compliance with licence conditions, enforcement of 

reporting requirements, related regulations etc.) 
• Inclusivity and respect 
• Recognition of Aboriginal rights and title to lands and waters 
• Consensus based decision-making 
• Informed decision-making based on best available science and traditional ecological 

knowledge 
• Efficiency 

  
These principles should be based on values representative of the different interests at the table 
as well as reflective of the issues a watershed entity would like to address.  For example, if 
there are groups in a given watershed that feel that past decisions have not properly consulted 
those affected, principles of legitimacy, transparency, consensus decision-making, and 
accountability may be high priority principles to adopt at that table.  The principles that guide a 
governance body should be strong enough that they may be looked to for guidance and stability 
in times of conflict or debate; they should help steer the organization to a place of common 
understanding.  The consistent application of these principles is likely to increase not only 
legitimacy but also the quality of decision-making51.   
 

3.4.4	 Capacity	and	Resources	
 
All successful examples of collaborative watershed governance had established adequate and 
sustained human, financial and information resources to successfully deliver on their vision and 
mandates.  
 
 
 
  

                                                
51	Bakker,	K.		(2006).		‘Introduction’.		From	Eau	Canada-	The	Future	of	Canada’s	Water.		Vancouver:	UBC	Press.	
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Human Resources 
  
In the examples studied, adequate human resources were established within their membership 
as well as in their technical and administrative support functions.  In all cases, a critical 
foundation for governance was leadership of a community champion or organization (see ‘Other 
Factors’ section below). Other established human resources included a coordinator and 
technical and communications experts.  Securing the funds to hire a coordinator position in 
particular was crucial to advance the work and outcomes of these entities as they provided core 
administrative, communications and facilitation functions as well as kept the institutional 
memory of the initiative.  
  
With respect to membership and representation, all case studies emphasized the importance of 
including all interests and jurisdictions within the watershed.  This includes industry and the 
private sector.  Though this can be a tenuous process, the industrial sector can be a key holder 
of water licences and other resource tenures and can have a great impact on overall watershed 
health.  Ensuring that they are represented in the overall governance structure increases the 
potential to influence their operations to better advance overall watershed sustainability.  
  
Example – Industry representation on the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable 
  
Given the long history of aggregate mining in the Coquitlam River as well as the continuous 
growth of the municipality, both the aggregate mining and real estate development sectors are 
represented on the Roundtable as well as their Core Committee.  Prior to the Roundtable’s 
formation, relationships between government, First Nations, stewardship groups and the mining 
and real estate development sectors were very divisive.  However, given their long-standing 
presence in the watershed, it was acknowledged that their representation was important.  
Though it took many years to build trust between these groups, both sectors are now key 
players on the Roundtable and are also an important source of financial contributions. 
 
Financial Resources  
 
Sustained financial resources for core operations and projects and programs are crucial for the 
effectiveness of collaborative watershed governance initiatives.  This continues to be a 
challenge for all of the case studies given the current project based funding environment.  In 
order to adequately address longer-term issues, more innovative funding tools and solutions 
need to be created in addition to leveraging resources through collaboration.  Given these 
challenges with funding, the case studies managed their scope of activities and timelines in 
order to keep them within the realistic capacity of the organization and within the geographic 
scope52. 
 
                                                
52	Fraser	Basin	Council.		(2015).		‘Financial	Mechanisms	for	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance’.		Advancing	
Watershed	Sustainability	Project.		
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/_Library/Water_BCWF/Financial_Mechanisms_and_Models_for_Watershed_Go
vernance-May1-2015_web.pdf	 
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Access to Data, Information and Traditional Ecological Knowledge  
 
All case studies emphasized the importance of basing watershed management decisions on 
best available data, information and traditional ecological knowledge.  This includes monitoring 
data such as water quality, water quantity and use, local and traditional historical knowledge 
and citizen science.  Though the inclusion of diverse interests enhances the access to these 
various forms of data and knowledge, it can still be a challenge given there is no comprehensive 
database on water and watersheds in BC53.  Data and information is currently collected and 
stored by a series of networks.  For example, the hydrometric monitoring network provides 
information on BC’s water supply and is jointly administered by the provincial and federal 
government.  Other examples of monitoring were undertaken by the collaborative watershed 
organizations studied such as the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable, the Okanagan Basin 
Water Board and the Shuswap Watershed Council as well as citizen science groups. 

3.4.5	 Other	Success	Factors		
  
In addition to the more institutional and organizational keys to success, the human factors 
influencing collaborative watershed governance were also crucial in the case studies examined.  
 
Effective Leadership  
  
As alluded to earlier, one of the critical foundations of governance observed was the leadership 
of an individual champion or organization especially through the ‘storming and norming’ periods 
of group development54.  These champions were effective at bringing stakeholders to the table, 
building trust between the different interests and driving the collaborative process.  As a trusted 
‘steward of the process’, these leaders helped establish procedural legitimacy, mediate tensions 
and conflict and enabled groups to explore mutual gains.  In the cases where collaborative 
watershed governance was initiated as a result of an ecological crisis or conflicts between 
different users, these neutral facilitators were especially crucial.  
  
Example – Shuswap Watershed Council 
  
The Fraser Basin Council has a long history as a trusted, neutral facilitator bringing diverse 
representatives together to resolve complex issues across BC.  When the Shuswap Lake 
Integrated Planning Process (SLIPP) was initiated in 2011 in response to pressures of 
increased development, there was a need to bring representatives from a diversity of public 
agencies and other interests to a single table.  FBC was brought in to convene this group as 
well as provide secretariat support.  Upon the formation of the Shuswap Watershed Council in 
2015, FBC’s role was extended to provide program management support. 

                                                
53	Brandes,	O.M.	&	J.	O’Riordan.		(2014).		‘A	Blueprint	for	Watershed	Governance	in	British	Columbia.’	P.	31.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-web.pdf	
54	Tuckman,	B.W.	(1965).		‘Developmental	sequence	in	small	groups.’			Psychological	Bulletin,	Vol	63(6).		384-
399. 
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Mutual Respect and Interpersonal Trust  
  
Mutual respect and interpersonal trust are also necessary for effective collaboration.  In all case 
studies, many of the interests at the table did not trust each other and had long histories of 
conflict.  Therefore, it was emphasized that considerable time to build trust and strengthen 
relationships was a necessary investment.  
  
Example – Cowichan Watershed Board 
  
During its formation period from 2010 to 2011, the CWB focused on building collaborative 
working relationships with Board members and other stakeholders.  This resulted in an 
increased understanding of the key watershed issues as well as an increased capacity to 
undertake a broader role of influence and responsibility for decisions affecting the watershed.  
This trust building was a considerable investment of time but was necessary to develop a 
common understanding between the CWB and its Technical Advisory Committee55.  
 
Long-Term Commitment to Process and Outcomes  
   
As complex ecological systems, challenges within watersheds need time to resolve.  In many 
cases, even the best available data doesn’t provide an immediate right answer and groups need 
to embrace a longer-term learning curve.  The case studies demonstrated that this   
commitment to process is better achieved when principles of transparency, inclusivity and 
accountability are incorporated into the activities of the collaborative watershed governance 
initiative.  In addition, certain groups that may have barriers to participation such as First 
Nations and NGO representatives may need the appropriate support such as travel assistance 
and/or honoraria.  
 

3.4.6	 Capacity	for	Shared	Decision-Making	in	Watersheds		
 
These collaborative watershed governance keys to success in addition to the current literature 
on the implementation of the Water Sustainability Act provide useful insight into the potential 
characteristics of readiness and capacity of local, regional and/or watershed organizations to 
take on additional governance responsibilities.  Because each watershed is unique in its 
ecological, social, economic and cultural context as well as its political complexity, it is important 
to note that these tools and best practices are not meant to be universally applicable but instead 
serve as ‘guide posts’ for interested organizations and senior governments to consider in its 
next phases of implementation and regulation development of the Water Sustainability Act. 
 

                                                
55	Hunter,	R.	et	al.		(2014).		‘The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:	An	Evolution	of	Collaborative	Watershed	
Goverannce.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance.		P.8.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf	
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3.5	 Key	Considerations	in	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance		
	 
In addition to the keys to success, the literature and case studies reviewed also highlighted key 
considerations related to the effective implementation of collaborative watershed governance.  
These recurring themes are explored in this section in order to illustrate some of the realities 
and dynamics inherent in the practice of collaborative watershed governance and its 
implications for any organization or individual involved in the process. 

3.5.1	 Legitimacy	
	In order for collaborative watershed governance to be successful, initiatives must be and must 
be seen as legitimate processes56.  Legitimacy exists when there is genuine approval of 
institutions or actors by those affected by their actions57.  It can be developed in two forms:  
internal legitimacy which relates to having the ‘right’ participants and clear, transparent and fair 
processes and external legitimacy which is gained through some level of recognition and 
backing from established democratic institutions.  As such, legitimacy can be created when 
actions are considered desirable, proper and appropriate given the current context, and when 
actors involved in making or influencing decisions demonstrate an acceptable level of credibility. 
 
Because collaborative watershed governance approaches are moving away from government 
control and into more community led initiatives, power is not clearly held by one group.  Also, 
not all actors involved in these initiatives are publicly elected or necessarily representative of the 
public interest.  Therefore, legitimacy needs to be built through the cumulative development of 
trust and acceptance over time, which is often based on the evidence of past efforts, current 
activities and future plans58.  In situations where there are high levels of mistrust and a history of 
antagonism and conflict, collaborative governance efforts will only succeed if there is a high 
degree of interdependence between the stakeholders in the resolution of the issues in the 
watershed or positive steps are taken to remediate the low levels of trust and social capital 
among stakeholders.  An outside facilitator can be useful in these situations by aiding in the 
development of trust through maintaining procedural integrity, legitimacy and transparency of 
the collaborative process59 (see Sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.3 on transparency and accountability).  
  
Another important challenge with legitimacy is the continually evolving and fluctuating nature of 
the participants involved.  Given this context, legitimacy must be re-created in each new 
governance process by continuously assessing and redefining the characteristics of the 

                                                
56	National	Roundtable	on	the	Environment	and	the	Economy.		(2011).		‘Chapter	7:		Collaborative	Water	
Governance.’		Charting	a	Course.		Web	Access	23	Oct	2012.		http://nrtee-trnee.ca/charting-a-course-chapter-
7-collaborative-water-governance	
57	Simms,	G	&	R.	de	Loe.		(2010).		‘Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:	A	Discussion	Paper.’		
Governance	for	Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada,	Report	No.	2.		Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.	P.7.	
58	Ibid,	p.	7.	
59	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research	and	Theory	18:	553-555.	
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relationships between organizations, the nature of their interactions and the assumptions of their 
responsibilities. 
  
In summary, some important aspects to consider in order to address legitimacy are the 
following: 

• The extent of authority and power that is delegated from government; 
• Levels of trust and history of conflict between stakeholders; 
• How participants get involved; 
• Openness of communication and information exchange; and, 
• Procedural integrity through inclusivity, transparency and accountability.	 

Legitimacy	by	Legislation		
	 
The case studies reviewed provided some insights on how to address issues of legitimacy in 
practice. 

Example - Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB)	
 
One element of legitimacy of the OBWB is its legislative framework - Municipalities Enabling 
and Validating Act and by Supplementary Letter Patent to the Okanagan regional districts.  
Together with policies approved through resolution and basic municipal law, set out the 
authority, objectives and purpose for OBWB activities60.  In addition, the Supplementary Letters 
Patent, which is the enabling legislation founding the regional districts, allows additional actions 
such as voluntary participation in the OBWB.  

Legitimacy	Through	Formally	Elected	Membership		
	 
Example - Cowichan Watershed Board 
	 
Every member of the Cowichan Watershed Board is either elected or his or her appointment 
can be traced to someone who has been elected.  This makes members accountable to the 
community.  The following table summarizes the positions currently being held: 
  

POSITION APPOINTMENT 

Chair of Cowichan Valley Regional 
District (CVRD) (Co-Chair) 

CVRD 

Chief of the Cowichan Tribes (Co-Chair) Cowichan Tribes Chief and Councilors 

Cowichan Tribes Councilor Cowichan Tribes Chief and Councilors 

CVRD Director, Area I, Youbou CVRD 

                                                
60	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Governance	Manual.	
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CVRD Director, Area F, Cowichan Lake 
South/Skutz Fall 

CVRD 

Mayor of Lake Cowichan Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 

Director of CVRD, Area D, Cowichan Bay Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 

Cowichan Tribes Councilor Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 

Natural Resource Consultant Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 

Former Member of Parliament Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 

DFO, South Coast Area Director Federal Government 

Public Health Consultant Provincial Government 

Past President, BC Groundwater 
Association 

Provincial Government  

Table 3:  Cowichan Board Governance Structure (Updated May 2015) 
  
All orders of government are represented however emphasis is placed on local representation 
by the appointees of the regional district.  This ensures that the Board is effective in its 
representation of local issues and incorporates local knowledge61.  As a result, the Board is well 
respected by the community62.   

Example - Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB)	
	 
The OBWB is a collaborative governance institution comprising of elected public officials, ex-
officio members and staff. The Board of Directors is the main decision-making body and 
includes elected or appointed representatives from the Okanagan regional districts, the 
Okanagan Nation Alliance, the Water Supply Association of BC and the Okanagan Water 
Stewardship Council63.  The directors represent the common water interests of all Okanagan 
citizens from the perspective of their own jurisdictions.  

Legitimacy Through Inclusivity  
 
A condition of successful collaboration is that it must be broadly inclusive of all stakeholders 
who are affected by or care about the issue.  This must not only be tolerated but also actively 
sought64.  Although disputes may arise over the legitimacy of including specific stakeholders, 

                                                
61	Hutchins,	Rob.		(2012).		‘Cowichan	Watershed	Board:	A	Reason	to	Celebrate	and	Some	Lessons	Learned.’		
Powerpoint	presentation.	Oct.	2012.	San	Jose.	
62	Ibid.	
63	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Governance	Manual.	p.	ii.	
64	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research	and	Theory	18:	556.	
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any attempt to exclude certain stakeholders can ultimately threaten the legitimacy of the 
process65.  
  
Though all of the collaborative watershed governance cases demonstrated the inclusion of 
stakeholders and orders of government relevant to their watersheds, it is important to highlight 
the degree of decision-making power these interest groups have.  
  
For more on inclusivity and representation see Section 3.5.6.  

Recognition	of	Aboriginal	Water	Rights	and	Involvement	of	First	Nations	
  
Recognizing evolving Aboriginal water rights and the legitimacy of traditional and cultural 
knowledge, the Cowichan Watershed Board, Okanagan Basin Water Board and the Coquitlam 
River Watershed Roundtable actively involve First Nations in their governance structure.  
Notably, the Cowichan Watershed Board is currently co-chaired by the Chair of the Cowichan 
Valley Regional District and the Chief of Cowichan Tribes.  

Procedural	Legitimacy		
  
Example - Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable 
  
In order to come to consensus about their vision, mission, values, guiding principles and 
activities, the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable went through an extensive five year, four-
phase process before initiating the development of a watershed planning process in November 
2012.  With the help of an external facilitator, this time allowed for the establishment of 
Roundtable Operational Guidelines and Terms of Reference66 as well as clear roles and 
responsibilities of Roundtable members67.  Documentation of research findings, meeting 
minutes, presentations and governance documents are completely transparent and accessible 
on the Roundtable’s website68.  These efforts to ensure procedural legitimacy also build 
commitment and trust between formerly conflicting stakeholders.  This was evident in the initial 
planning workshops, which were well attended by a diversity of participants69.   
 

                                                
65	Gray,	B.		(1989).		Collaborating:		Finding	common	ground	for	multi-party	problems.		San	Francisco,	CA:	
Jossey-Bass.	
66	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2011).		Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable		Operational	
Guidelines	and	Core	Committee	Terms	of	Reference.		Web	Access	29	Nov	2012.		
http://www.thinksalmon.com/reports/7_Operational_Guidelines_and_Terms_of_Reference.pdf	
67	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2010).		‘Strategy	to	establish	a	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	
Governance	Structure:	Conclusions	of	Phase	III	of	the	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Strategy’.		From	Coquitlam	
Watershed	Strategy:	Public	Assemblies	of	Phase	III	Governance	Strategy	and	Direction	Setting.		Web	Access	29	
Nov	2012.		http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/nr/CRWS/Phase3FullSummaryReportJuly2010.PDF		
68	http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/default.htm	
69	Coqutilam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2012).		Notes	from	‘Beginning	Our	Watershed	Plan	Ecosystems	
and	Well-Being.’		Held	November	3rd,	2012.		Web	Access	29	Nov	2012.		
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/NR/rdonlyres/F68EF02B-ED44-4850-BD7D-
57D4F08E5992/117807/Nov32012CRWRoundtablemeetingnotesfinal.pdf	
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3.5.2	 Transparency	
In order to achieve legitimacy, build trust among partners and establish an accountable 
collaborative watershed entity, transparency must be incorporated into operations.  
Transparency implies opennes and communication, and is an important aspect of 
accountability.  When organizations are transparent, it is easy for stakeholders and the public to 
track performance and progress as well as the decision making process.  Transparency can be 
demosntrated in three ways:   

• Through communications and outreach,  
• In decision making and,  
• Through financial transparency.    

Transparency	Through	Communications	and	Outreach	
	
This mode of transparency is inclusive of all mediums of communications and outreach such as 
newpapers, newsletters, Internet, social media, radio, television and in person meetings.  In 
order to inform constituents and stakeholders both internally and externally, procedural 
documents such as meeting minutes and notes, terms of reference, operational guidelines, 
society constitution and bylaws, and progress reports should be made available and accessible.  
In addition, reporting back decisions and activities accomplished by the collaborative forum can 
include board/roundtable reports, annual reports and annual general meetings.   
 
Active outreach should also be undertaken in order to inform relevant stakeholders and 
encourage participation and feedback in the decision-making process.  It can be conducted 
through media channels that are appropriate and relevant to the needs of different audiences to 
maximize information dissemination.    
 
Case Study Examples 
 
All the cases studied in this guide have an online website as the primary medium to access 
documents and reports as well as information about the collaborative watershed governance 
roundtable, council or board.   
 
Cowichan Watershed Board 
http://www.cowichanwatershedboard.ca/  
 
Okanagan Basin Water Board 
http://www.obwb.ca/  
 
Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable 
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/About+Us/Roundtable/Roundtable.htm  
 
Shawnigan Basin Authority  
http://shawniganwater.org/solutions/ecological-governance/shawnigan-basin-authority/  
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Shuswap Watershed Council 
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/Shuswap_Water.html  
 
Communications responsibilities can fall under the role of a coordinator, a volunteer, or a 
communications committee of the governance body (see case study of the Cowichan 
Watershed Board in Section 3.6.1).   
 
With respect to outreach, the cases studied used media such as the website, email, social 
media (Facebook and Twitter) as well as newsletters to inform stakeholders about upcoming 
meetings and events.  All meetings were open to the public and encouraged participation and 
feedback.	

Transparency	in	Decision-Making	
	
Process and decision-making transparency allows stakeholders to feel confident and that public 
negotiation is legitimate and the collaborative process is not a cover for backroom private 
deals70.  This is established by adopting inclusive processes with clear and transparent and fair 
ground rules and clear operational guidelines.  These can be established through Terms of 
Reference, Operational Guidelines and/or Code of Conduct documents collaboratively 
formulated and adopted by the watershed governance body.  In addition, meetings and meeting 
minutes are open to the public and the governance body is responsive to feedback and ideas 
received (whether in person, print or online mediums).   
 
Case Study Examples 
 
To ensure the transparency of their decision making processes, the Coquitlam River Watershed 
Roundtable, Cowichan Watershed Board and Okanagan Water Stewardship Council have 
published any research, programs and decisions made on their respective websites71.  The 
Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable in particular has also published reports for every phase 
of formation for their governance structure. 

Financial	Transparency	
	
Oftentimes a requirement of grants and other funding mechanisms, collaborative watershed 
governance bodies must submit financial reports demonstrating how dollars were spent and 
how outputs, projects and programs created meet the criteria funders have put forth.  Although 
                                                
70	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research,	18:		557.	
71	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable	Library.		Accessed	11	Dec	2012.	
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/Library/Documents/default.htm		
Cowichan	Watershed	Board	Agendas	and	Minutes.		Accessed	11	Dec	2012.		
http://www.cowichanwatershedboard.ca/agendas-minutes		
Okanagan	Water	Stewardship	Council	Meeting	Minutes.		Accessed11	Dec	2012.		
http://www.obwb.ca/owsc_minutes/		
Nisqually	River	Council	Resources	page.		Accessed	11	Dec		2012.		
http://nisquallyriver.dreamhosters.com/resources/		
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these reports are typically intended for funders as well as internal decision-makers and 
administrative staff, it is good practice to share information on who funds various projects and 
the amounts of those contributions.  
 
Example - Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB) 
 
With local governments as the main constituents of the OBWB, reporting requirements include 
Audited Financial Statements which are distributed at an Annual General Meeting alongside an 
Annual Report to each local government jurisdiction.    The meeting details the Board’s activities 
for the previous fiscal year and upcoming projects and solicits input from member governments.  
These meetings are also open to the public72. 
	

3.5.3	 Accountability		
	 
Accountability can be defined as the acknowledgement and assumption of responsibility73. 
Although constitutional responsibility for water in Canada is held primarily by provincial 
governments, the emergence of more diverse governance approaches and the decentralization 
of power and control create the need for new systems of accountability.  With other actors 
outside of government contributing to decisions about certain aspects of water management, 
new checks and balances must be put into place both horizontally (at the same scale, eg. 
municipality to municipality) and vertically (across scales, eg. provincial government to 
watershed entity)74.   
 
More traditional, hierarchical accountability structures based in legislation can be difficult to 
apply to these new forums of governance.  Thus, clearly defined roles and responsibilities 
among actors as well as the presence of consequences linked to outcomes and performance 
are necessary for accountability in this new context.  These consequences can be formal (eg. 
legal, financial) or informal (eg. reputation, public support).  In addition, responsiveness is 
critical in these collaborative scenarios.  In the case of voluntary contributions from local water 
stewardship groups or advisory councils, it is necessary that there be an established protocol for 
communication between these actors and upper-tiers of government to ensure transparency of 
decision-making (eg. government must provide reasons for not accepting recommendations 
generated by a local stakeholders committee)75.     
 
Other forms of accountability can include the timely fulfilment of commitments, adhering to 
procedure and protocol and demonstrating financial responsibility.  However, it is important to 
balance strict expectations with needed flexibility in new governance approaches (ie. balancing 

                                                
72	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		‘Reporting	Back.’		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Governance	
Manual.		p.	17.	
73	Simms,	G.	and	R.C.	de	Loe.		Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:	A	Discussion	Paper.		Governance	for	
Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada	Report	No.	2.		Waterloo,	ON:	Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.	p.	16.	
74	Ibid,	p.	8.		
75	Ibid,	p.	8.	
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flexibility with due diligence) as well as ensure accountability measures are aligned with the 
capacity of the organizations involved.  Effective application of the principle of accountability is 
associated with effective leadership and ensures that the management of water adheres to 
standards set by elected officials through statutory requirements, decision-making authority is 
matched to responsibility for implementation and policies are matched by effective operational 
management.76  This also builds legitimacy for collaborative watershed governance 
organizations.  

Accountability	Mechanisms	for	Local,	Regional	and/or	Watershed	Organizations	in	Shared	Decision-
Making	
 
For BC collaborative watershed initiatives, there is currently no provincial policy or law that 
guides their efforts and most of these entities fall outside the Water Sustainability Act licensing 
and allocation process77.  However, the alternative governance arrangements proposed in the 
new Act and potential delegated responsibilities raise the need for exploring accountability 
mechanisms for watershed entities. 
 
Should local, regional or watershed organizations be granted decision-making authority, it is 
important that transparency and acccounability measures are in place to monitor progress, 
provide checks and balances, and ultimately, ensure successs. Some measures help to 
establish accountability and transparency include: 

• Clearly defined roles and responsibilities; 
• Planning mechanisms to set specific goals, objectives and targets on an annual and 

multi-year basis; 
• A performance management system to evaluate performance in relation to goals, 

objectives, targets and budgets; 
• Clear consequences linked to outcomes and performance (i.e. legal, financial); 
• Annual third-party financial audits; and, 
• Regular communication and reporting to statutory decision-makers, funding partners and 

the public (via open systems of communication, e.g. reports, newsletters and/or websites 
to ensure transparency). 

 
Activities realted to these measures would include the timely fulfillment of the watershed 
organization’s commitments, adhering to its mandate, policies, protocols and procedures, and 
demonstrating financial responsibility.  An example of this is the Okanagan Basin Water Board, 
which reports its Audited Financial Statements and Annual Report during their Annual General 
Meeting.  These reporting requirements are mandated in their governance manual, which is 
informed by a legislative framework.   
 

                                                
76	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context.		
Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.	p.	3.		
http://www.tonydorcey.ca/597/Posts/FBCwatergovernancefinal2.pdf		
77	77	Nowlan,	L.	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	
Context.		Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.	p.	61.	
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The following case studies illustrate accountability in practice and demonstrate a mix of formal 
and informal mechanisms. 

Accountability	by	Legislation	
	
Example - Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB) 
 
The OBWB is legislated by the BC Municipalities Enabling and Validating Act (MEVA) which 
sets the provisions for its establishment as well as the Supplementary Letters Patent (SLP) 
which sets out membership and representation, objectives and purpose and cost sharing 
measures between regional districts78.  The SLP also lays out the responsibilities of the OBWB 
and its relationship to various orders of government.  For example, 
 
The Water Board may advise any municipality or regional district and any Provinccial 
Department or Agency that any proposed action, regulation or bylaw is contrary to the 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Framework Plan of the Okanagan Basin Study or any 
recommendation of the Water Board made pursuant to sub-paragraph (iv)79. 
 
The MEVA and SLP therefore are examples of more formal and conventional accountability 
measures given their basis in legislation.   
 
Building on these formal measures, the OBWB Governance Manual further describes the 
OBWB’s relationships between local, senior and First Nations governments: 
 
OBWB and Local Government:  
 
OBWB is a local governance entity providing an inter-reigonal service to the three Okanagan 
regional districts for areas within the Okanagan watershed80. 
OBWB was established at the request of Okanagan local governments, who are the primary 
constituency. 
 
OBWB and Province of BC 
 
The Province of BC has primary responsibility for water management and regulation in British 
Columbia through the BC Water Act and other legislation81. 

                                                
78	The	OBWB	has	its	own	SLP	which	is	the	consolidation	of	the	SLPs	of	the	three	regional	districts	of	the	
Okanagan	Valley:	North	Okanagan	Regional	District,	Central	Okanagan	Regional	District	and	the	Regional	
District	of	Okanagan	Similkameen.	
79	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		‘Appendix	II:		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Supplementary	Letters	
Patent.’		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Governance	Manual.		p.	21.			
80		Ibid,	p.	14-15.	
81	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		‘Relationship	with	Local	and	Senior	Government.’		Okanagan	Basin	
Water	Board	Governance	Manual.		p.	15.	
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The Province looks to the OBWB, as an inter-regional agency, to provide communication about 
inter-jurisdictional water issues; and to coordinate and participate in Provincial partnerships with 
Okanagan governments and water stakeholders82. 
 
OBWB and the Government of Canada 
 
The Government of Canada has delegated most direct water management responsibility to the 
provinces.  The federal government maintains an active role in Okanagan water monitoring and 
research, and species protection.  The federal government also has primary responsibility for 
transboundary water issues and related matters with Osoyoose Lake management. 
The OBWB communicates directly to federal agencies and elected representatives about 
Okangan water concerns. 
 
OBWB and First Nations 
 
The Syilx people recognize that water is essential to protecting the Okanagan environment, and 
for the economic and social health of their communities. 
The Okanagan Nation Alliance wishes to partner with OBWB to facilitate communication and 
greater understanding about water to all residents of the Okanagan. 

Democratic	Accountability	
 
Example - Cowichan Watershed Board 
 
As illustrated in Table 3 (see previous section on Legitimacy), the vast majority of Cowichan 
Watershed Board members are elected or appointed by an elected person making them 
accountable to their constituents.  Although all orders of government are represented, emphasis 
is placed on local representation by the appointees of the regional district.  This ensures that the 
Board is effective in its representation of local issues and knowledge83 and is well respected by 
the community.84.    

 
Example - Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB) 

 
The OBWB is comprised of elected public officials as well as ex-officio members and is 
supported by staff. The Board of Directors is the main decision-making body and includes 
elected or appointed representatives from the Okanagan regional districts, the Okanagan Nation 
Alliance, the Water Supply Association of BC and the Okanagan Water Stewardship Council85.  
The directors represent the common water interests of all Okanagan citizens from the 
perspective of their own jurisdictions.   

                                                
82	Ibid,	p.	15.	
83	Hutchins,	Rob.		(2012).		‘Cowichan	Watershed	Board:	A	Reason	to	Celebrate	and	Some	Lessons	Learned.’		
Powerpoint	presentation.	Oct.	2012.	Williams	Lake,	BC.	
84	Ibid.	
85	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2010).		Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	Governance	Manual.	p.	ii.	
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	Accountability	by	Operational	Guidelines	
 
Example - Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable (CRWR) 
 
In order to address the issue of accountability, the CRWR incorporates both formal and informal 
mechanisms illustrated in their vision, guiding principles, operational guidelines and terms of 
reference.   

 
With respect to formal mechanisms, the CRWR incorporated a non-hierarchical governance 
structure to involve a broad array of interests on an equal playing field, participatory and 
consensus based decision-making, joint deliberation and negotiation and community building 
activities.     

 
In addition, accountability was also incorporated into the Roundtable’s operational guidelines 
and terms of reference stating it as a guiding principle for the following: 

• Ensure members are representative, 
• Be responsive and communicative, while taking ownership, and, 
• Respect Aboriginal rights and title86. 

 
Accountability for outcomes produced is also expressed in the principle of effectiveness and 
credibility: 

• Strive for respectable performance, i.e. Timely, mutually beneficial, worthwhile, 
respectable, well-coordinated, and adhering to guiding principles, 

• Establish clear understanding of roles and responsibilities, with experienced leadership, 
and, 

• Make projects happen by taking action and energizing participants87. 
 

Protocols for agenda setting and decision-making are also provided as well as procedures for 
project approval by the Roundtable.  Both the Roundtable’s and Core Committee’s agendas and 
notes are published on the Coquitlam River Watershed website88..    

 
To address more informal accountability mechanisms, norms for meetings are also established: 

• Members will be respectful of one another. 
• No ‘he-said she-said’ conversations – it is the responsibility of the Chairperson to 

recognize and stop the behaviour, requesting the conversations be taken offline. 
• Discussion and debate is undertaken in good faith and focuses on information and 

ideas, not people89. 
 

                                                
86	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2011).		Operational	Guidelines	&	Core	Committee	Terms	of	Reference.		
p.	1.		Accessed	10	Dec	2012.	
http://www.thinksalmon.com/reports/7_Operational_Guidelines_and_Terms_of_Reference.pdf		
87	Ibid,	p.	2.		http://www.thinksalmon.com/reports/7_Operational_Guidelines_and_Terms_of_Reference.pdf		
88	http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/About+Us/Roundtable/Roundtable.htm		
89	Ibid,	p.	5.	
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3.5.4	 Leverage	
As suggested in the introduction to this guide, collaboration is a relatively newer approach to 
watershed governance implemented largely as a series of local initiatives seeking solutions 
outside of more adversarial approaches.  This approach seeks to create cooperative 
relationships in order to collectively formulate innovative and creative solutions to issues within 
watersheds.  As such, the definition of leverage and its interpretation will differ depending upon 
the underlying negotiation approach taken when bringing people together.  
 
Generally, leverage can be defined as the power or ability to exert influence over people, events 
or decisions.  In the context of power negotiation or more adversarial politics, leverage can be 
utilized in order to co-opt less influential groups and to form strategic alliances to achieve more 
individual, organizational ends.  In collaborative governance, leverage is used more to convene 
and motivate stakeholders, rally support, seek areas of agreement and encourage partnerships 
given its implication of a broader range and inclusion of stakeholders90.  However, although 
certain governance approaches facilitate certain kinds of leverage, they often occur 
simultaneously driven by the multiplicity of participant interests and contexts.  It is therefore 
important to set a collaborative tone and manage more adversarial relationships from the outset 
to maximize the potential for success of this governance approach. 

Leverage	Through	Leadership	and	Local-Champions		
	
A critical foundation for collaborative watershed governance is leadership that can sustainably 
champion initiatives and projects to their successful implementation91.  By leveraging their 
influence and respected reputation, a champion behind (or in front of) a governance initiative 
can really help motivate a group, maintain momentum and keep it focused.  This is particularly 
important given the lengthy, time consuming processes involved in water use decisions and 
during the formative periods of trust and consensus building.  Champions can help sustain 
commitment to the objectives set out in a management strategy, such as a watershed plan, both 
in terms of long term financial resources as well as commitment from skilled individuals who (in 
many cases) voluntarily participate in its implementation.  In many cases, the success or failure 
of an initiative hinges on the ability of leaders to sustain participant energy and attention 
especially when faced with conflict over divergent water values92.   
 
In the case of water governance in Canada, it is generally assumed and expected that provincial 
and territorial governments will provide the leadership and necessary resources to ensure the 
safety and security of water and watersheds.  However, these responsibilities are often 
confused due to the fragmentation across political boundaries and the discrepancies among the 

                                                
90	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research	and	Theory,	18:	547.	
91	Simms,	G.	and	de	Loe,	R.C.		(2010).		Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:	A	Discussion	Paper.		
Governance	for	Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada	Report	No.	2.		Waterloo,	ON:	Water	Policy	and	Governance	
Group.	p.	6.	
92	Ibid,	p.	6.	
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mandates and administration among Ministries and Departments.  Though government 
leadership and financial commitment has great impact, it remains a persistent challenge.   
 
Governments however, are far from the only source of leadership in water governance.  A 
leader may be a mayor, chief, or chair of a regional district or other prominent board.  But they 
can also be other highly respected elders, volunteers, retired professionals, or other citizens and 
community leaders with less official designations.  These ‘organic’ leaders not only have the 
ability to convene stakeholders but also are instrumental in mediating conflict and tensions 
between groups.   A widely respected and credible leader can inspire broader participation and 
collaboration within a watershed governance process.  For example, someone who has the 
respect of farmers, business owners and community activists can strengthen the credibility of a 
process, and thus inspire others to participate in it.  
 
If there is no apparent single leader within a process, it can be helpful to bring in people from 
around the region and/or country who have relevant experience and expertise on key issues.  
For example, before adopting a particular governance structure, the Coquitlam River Watershed 
Roundtable invited people from outside the watershed to share their successes and failures with 
their governance processes.  This helped set the bar and create inspiration within the group.  
From this foundation, leadership emerged from different elements of the community including 
government and beyond. 

Leverage	Through	Public	and	Political	Support	
	
The absence of public and political support for collaborative governance and planning initiatives 
can significantly hinder the potential to bring about positive change in a watershed.  The public, 
various stakeholders and elected officials may not fully understand the water and watershed 
issues that exist in a community or region.  Sometimes it is difficult to see the importance of 
these issues before a crisis occurs.  For example, the status quo appears to be fine until a boil 
water advisory is issued, or water use restrictions are imposed as a result of a drought event.   
 
Influencing the public and elected leaders to adopt proactive, collaborative, integrated 
approaches to water and watershed planning can be challenging.  There are practical political 
realities to consider.  For example, it may be difficult for elected representatives to see beyond 
the 3 or 4-year electoral cycle and decide to invest in programs that may take years before real 
returns are achieved.  Decision makers may be reluctant to consider new plans or programs 
that can be perceived as being risky, especially in tight economic times.  This may be especially 
true in relation to climate change, where the benefits of planning and adaptation are even more 
uncertain and may be realized over a long time period. 

However, broad recognition among the public, community stakeholders and other political 
constituencies about the importance of collaborative watershed governance to plan and manage 
water and watershed resources can create the necessary political climate for elected officials to 
provide support and leadership. This level of public and stakeholder support can be particularly 
important when implementing a water or watershed plan. If there is broad support and shared 
ownership, then each citizen, household, business and organization will understand the value of 
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the plan and their contribution to its implementation (e.g., paying taxes, levies, or fees; reducing 
water use through conservation efforts; reducing activities that waste or pollute water). 

Leverage	Through	Partnerships	
	
A growing interest and willingness within BC communities to get involved in watershed 
governance has emerged over the last two decades.  Whether for site-specific issues or for 
broader regional land use considerations, collaboration is becoming a preferred model of 
decision making in many parts of the province.  At the community level, a greater emphasis on 
collaborative governance for watersheds has put local governments in touch with a wide range 
of partners from different government organizations as well as representatives from both the 
business and stewardship communities.   
 
The following are a few examples of existing partnerships between local governments and other 
entities as well as their main activities93: 
 

DEPARTMENTS PARTNERSHIP ACTIVITIES 
FEDERAL 

• Environment and Climate Change 
• Fisheries and Oceans 
• Health 
• Indigenous and Northern Affairs 

• Regulatory and/or approval roles 
• Infrastructure funding 
• Advisory roles 
• Monitoring and reporting 
• Research and educational roles 

PROVINCIAL 
• Environment 
• Health 
• Forests, Lands and Natural 

Resource Operations 

• Regulatory and/or approval roles 
• Water licenses and allocation 
• Infrastructure funding and planning 

grants 
• Advisory roles 
• Monitoring and reporting 
• Research and education roles 

 
 
 

First Nations, Municipalities and Regional Districts 
First Nations 
Municipalities  
Regional Districts  

• Provision of water services and 
related infrastructure and/or service 
agreements (drinking water, 
wastewater treatment, 
stormwater/drainage) 

• Advisory roles 
• Monitoring and reporting 
• Coordination and liaison 

                                                
93		This	information	is	from	21	in-depth	interviews	with	local	government	staff	from	across	BC	in	the	
‘Rethinking	our	Waterways’	watershed	planning	guide.		
http://www.rethinkingwater.ca/community_collaboration.html		
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• Shared planning and co-
management 

• Funding partners 
• Information sharing 
• Research and educational roles 

Academic Institutions • Research roles including research 
funding and student support roles 

Industry and Business • Advisory roles  
• Monitoring and reporting 
• Funding partners  
• Research and educational roles 

Community • Attracting land owners to planning 
tables 

• Gathering information on 
watershed history and resource use 

• Identifying community and 
watershed values and identifying 
priorities 

• Collecting input, feedback and 
advice on key issues and 
documents 

• Organizing special events and 
open houses 

• Collecting resource data 
• Reporting violations 
• Managing communications and 

media relations 

Table 4:  Existing partnerships and activities between local governments and other entities.  
 
These pre-existing partnerships and activities can be leveraged in collaborative watershed 
governance.  The recognition of work being undertaken also ensures redundancy is reduced. 
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3.5.5	 Power	
A simple definition of power is a force or leverage that one party holds over another.  This 
relationship can shift with the context as well as with the participants involved.  Power also has 
multiple dimensions.  One type of power is that of deep structures such as the economic and 
political dimensions of society (e.g. capitalism, market structure, religious institutional structure, 
etc.).  This kind of power exists in the background, is associated with particular norms and can 
constrain what actions can be taken in practice.  Another type of power is that of individuals 
making decisions at the margins of the societal structures.  This includes the actions of decision 
makers such as legislators, public officials and corporate leaders but also the power of public 
voting, purchasing choices and signing agreements. 
  
Understanding and mediating between these two types of power is in itself powerful such that it 
allows for the production of ideas, rules, modes of doing things and methods of inquiry and 
discussion.  Professionals, bureaucrats and scholars hold this power.  It doesn’t necessarily 
produce a particular outcome but directs action or attention in one direction versus another.  In 
collaborative processes this power, as well as the power to determine who participates 
according to what agendas and under what rules94, is distributed among the participants.  
Although collaborative dialogues are not deterministic or authoritative, they do have the capacity 
to uncover new norms, priorities, shared meanings and even language for the discussion of 
issues.  They put ideas forward that decision makers may respond to and can influence the 
understanding and actions of powerful participants who would act differently otherwise95.  
Recognizing these two axes of power that exist inside and outside the collaborative table is 
necessary for agreements and outcomes to be realistic.   

Balance	of	Power	
	 
In collaborative processes, the balance of power may shift between participants such as 
regulatory agencies, funders, key stakeholders and industry. 
  
Influence of Regulatory Agencies 
  
Under Canada’s constitution, federal and provincial governments share authority over water. 
For water bodies that fall within provinces, regulatory authority lies with those provincial 
governments.  Federal government responsibilities relate to several areas such as national 
parks, First Nations reserves and other federal lands, fish and fish habitat, navigable waters and 
water that flows across provincial or territorial boundaries and the international boundary 
between Canada and the United States.  As such, water governance has historically been the 
primary domain of governments using regulatory tools such as legislation, approvals and 
licenses.  Though many actors beyond governments are now playing key roles in the decision 

                                                
94	Ibid,	p.109.	
95	Ibid,	p.110.	
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making processes relating to water, regulatory agencies still hold the ultimate authority to 
implement policies and procedures and ratify water management plans.   
  
An example of this would be the setback for the Cowichan Basin Water Management Plan in 
2007.  In September 2007, the Cowichan Valley Regional District Board (CVRD) (with devolved 
power to ratify water management plans) partially approved the Plan but decided not to accept 
several key recommendations.  The Board decided not to alter the amount the amount of water 
stored in the reservoir, not to approve raising the weir by 30 cm and refused to endorse the 
proposed structure of the Advisory Council.  The Plan could only proceed if extra water was 
released to meet the needs of all stakeholders.  Given these decisions, the Plan ran the risk of 
not being implemented.  In this case, the role for the CVRD and the public in water decisions 
remained limited, there was no response to climate change, there was a potential loss of 
Cowichan fish stocks and the status quo of crisis prevailed.  Other risks included continued 
uneven water management in terms of pricing, metering and conservation, risks to economic 
activity, worsening effluent dilution in dry seasons, no coordinated flood management and the 
disappointment of the majority who supported the Plan96. 
  
Influence of Funders 
  
Because no enabling legislation or policies exist in British Columbia for the formation of 
collaborative governance groups, funding sources often present one of the biggest barriers to 
the implementation of activities.  Depending on the funding source (government, foundation, 
industry, etc.), each funder will set parameters that reflect their interests.  These will affect the 
criteria, scope of activities, and reporting requirements as well as conditions regarding matching 
funds and in-kind contributions.  Depending on these parameters, this may put small 
collaborative governance groups at a disadvantage and limit the amount of activities they can 
implement since there is limited staff and volunteer time to spend on securing funding. 
  
Influence of Key Stakeholders 
  
When considering the multi-sectoral approach of collaborative watershed governance, there are 
stakeholders that may hold more power and influence in a process than others given the context 
of the region.  For example, as seen in the Cowichan River case study (see Section 3.6.3), 
seasonal fluctuations and over extraction caused critically low water levels that almost caused 
Cowichan Lake to dry up forcing the shut down of Catalyst Paper, the local pulp and paper mill.  
Because the mill provided significant jobs and income for the community, this event initiated 
action towards finding solutions.  This also gave Catalyst Paper a key position and leverage 
point at the collaborative table as they were a key water user as well as a source of 

                                                
96	Anderson,	T.		(2007).		Cowichan	Basin	Water	Management	Plan.		Manager,	CVRD	Development	Services,	
Presentations	to	Showcasing	Innovation	in	the	Cowichan	Basin	‘Partnership	and	Collaboration	–	Moving	from	
Concept	to	Reality	September	2007.		As	cited	in	L.	Nowlan	and	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		Delegating	Water	
Governance:	Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context.		BC	Water	Governance	Project,	University	of	British	
Columbia.	P.	54.	
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employment.  In partnership with the Cowichan Valley Regional District, they looked at options 
for implementing the Cowichan Basin Water Management Plan97.    
  
Influence of Stakeholder Capacity and (Dis)Empowerment 
  
Power imbalances between stakeholders are a commonly noted problem in collaborative 
watershed governance.  If some stakeholders do not have the capacity, organization, status or 
resources to participate fully or on an equal footing with other stakeholders, the collaborative 
governance process may be vulnerable to manipulation by stronger actors98.  For example, 
many environmental groups and First Nations may be skeptical about collaborative watershed 
governance processes being favorable to industry that have both the economic and human 
resource capacity to influence decisions.  Participants in the collaborative process may also lack 
the expertise to engage in discussions about highly technical and policy focused problems such 
as those apparent in watersheds.  
  
These imbalances in power distribution are important to recognize and may require a strategy of 
empowerment.  This includes the representation of weaker or disadvantaged stakeholders in 
addition to an impartial facilitator or leader who can actively balance power through institutional 
design considerations that guide the governance process and affect stakeholder capacities and 
bargaining positions99.  These have longer-term benefits and contribute to the development of 
trust, perceptions of fairness and establishment of a positive approach from the outset of the 
stakeholder engagement process100. 

Approaches	to	Balancing	Power	
	 
The importance of leadership and an impartial facilitator 
  
One of the critical foundations of governance and balancing of power among stakeholders is 
leadership.  Leaders can take on a role of an impartial facilitator, convener and/or ‘organic’ 
champion who carries the collaborative governance process forward to its successful 
implementation.  Leaders motivate, guide, support and sustain energy and attention from 
participants.  Most importantly, leaders play a key role in including weaker or disempowered 
groups as well as balancing power between all stakeholders at the table.  Leaders are 
individuals that are seen as legitimate, trustworthy and accountable and often possess a keen 
awareness of the power dynamics and relationships among individuals and stakeholder 
organizations.  They are able to navigate and mediate between the power at the collaborative 
table as well as power differentials and influences outside of it.  Through managing interactions 

                                                
97	Nowlan	and	Bakker,	2007.		P.	54.	
98	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research,	18:	551.		
99	Fung,	A.		(2002).	‘Collaboration	and	Countervailing	Power:	Making	Participatory	Governance	Work.		Draft	
September	10,	2002.		JFK	School	of	Government,	Harvard	University.	
http://www.archonfung.net/docs/pal218/Collab2.pdf		
100	Nikolic,	D.		(2001).		‘Collaborating	for	Success?		Working	Together	in	the	Coquitlam	Watershed.’		Masters	
Thesis	for	the	School	of	Community	and	Regional	Planning,	University	of	British	Columbia.	
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in a joint learning process, leaders act as facilitators to ensure everyone is heard respectfully, all 
knowledge is given adequate recognition and free inquiry is not stifled101. 
	 

3.5.6	 Inclusivity	and	Representation		
According to the literature and case studies reviewed, broad inclusivity of all stakeholders 
affected by issues in the watershed is one of the first conditions of successful collaboration102.  
Those involved in the decision making process must be representative of the complex problems 
collaborative watershed governance is aiming to solve.  This not only creates legitimacy through 
the deliberation of stakeholders but also ensures that outcomes are representative of broad 
based consensus.     
  
The principle of inclusivity in collaborative watershed governance can broadly be defined as the 
involvement of the wide range of stakeholders who are affected by or care about issues in a 
particular watershed.  An inclusive process accommodates diverse and often conflicting 
perspectives and is inclusive of ‘troublesome’ or more disadvantaged stakeholders.  This can 
replace more adversarial approaches to decision-making and utilize more cooperative problem-
solving and consensus building bringing together multiple stakeholders across many different 
scales and sectors.  Inclusivity and broad representation increases the opportunities for 
innovative solutions to be formulated through the unique knowledge, experience and expertise 
at the table.   

The	Importance	of	Inclusivity	in	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	
	 
As a good governance principle, inclusivity has particular significance as it is required to	achieve 
other principles such as transparency, legitimacy, accountability and the balancing of power.  It 
is through open and inclusive processes that stakeholders feel they have a legitimate 
opportunity to participate and have their interests represented in decisions.  This is more likely 
to develop their commitment to the process as well as the implementation of solutions. 
  
The inclusion of a diverse range of participants including ‘troublesome’ or disadvantaged 
stakeholders helps to achieve robust agreements that move beyond the stalemate of 
adversarial, conflict-ridden relationships.  Through two-way dialogue, firms, organizations and 
individuals can exchange information and ideas, build relationships, dispel false perceptions and 
advance their perspective103.  By listening and learning from the experience of others, the 
potential of reciprocity and the discovery of mutually beneficial activities increases.     
 
 

                                                
	
102	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research,	18:	556.	
103	National	Round	Table	on	the	Environment	and	the	Economy	(NRTEE).		(2011).		‘Charting	a	Course	–	
Chapter	7:		Collaborative	Water	Governance.’		Accessed	25	March	2013.		http://nrtee-trnee.ca/charting-a-
course-chapter-7-collaborative-water-governance		
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Representation	of	Values,	Interests	and	Knowledge	
	 
When engaging a diverse set of stakeholders, it is critical to recognize and respect the range of 
values, interests and perspectives at the table, each encompassing a particular form of 
knowledge or way of knowing.  Balancing these multiple forms of knowledge remains a 
challenging component of collaborative watershed governance since many values towards 
water exist.  Sometimes these are in complete opposition to one another or are linked with 
different degrees of legitimacy and power or privilege (e.g. sacred water and traditional/cultural 
knowledge versus water as an input for industrial processes) 104.  In Canada, scientific 
knowledge produced by experts is regarded as a trustworthy source.  Historically, some have 
perceived traditional, experiential or cultural knowledge as less legitimate. 
  
These various values, interests and perspectives also exist at different scales.  Stakeholders 
often represent different sectors, industries, government agencies or organizations, which 
encompass various ways of knowing and approaches to water.  These can be of a technical, 
political or traditional nature.  In addition, stakeholders engage in decision-making processes 
with their own personal perspectives and biases.  Therefore, in order to achieve inclusivity and 
legitimacy, collaborative decision-making forums must reflect a holistic awareness of these 
various ways water has value.  Ensuring that the process is managed fairly by a trusted 
individual or an impartial facilitator is the key to the acknowledgement and incorporation of the 
various forms of knowledge. 
  
Examples of the Integration of Various Knowledge Forms 
  
The Northwest Territories Water Stewardship Strategy105 106 
  
In May 2010, the Northwest Territories (NWT) Water Stewardship Strategy was developed in 
partnership with the Government of the NWT, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
Canada, First Nations governments as well as stakeholders playing a role in water stewardship 
in the NWT.  The Strategy was a very innovative approach to water management in the way it 
included a majority of First Nations governments as partners alongside federal and territorial 
governments to guide its development.  In addition, it incorporated local, western scientific and 
traditional ecological knowledge and the concerns and values of First Nations, Metis and Inuit 
into the stewardship framework and guiding principles.  
  
 

                                                
104	de	Loe,	R.	(2010).		‘Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:		A	Discussion	Paper.’		Governance	for	
Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada,	Report	No.	2.		Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.		p.	12.	
105	Baltutis,	J.,	T.	Shah	et	al.		(2012).		‘Cross-Canada	Checkup	–	A	Canadian	perspective	on	our	Water	Future.’		
Proceedings	from	the	“Northern	Voices,	Southern	Choices:		Water	Policy	Lessons	for	Canada”	2011	National	
Discussion	Series	Tour.		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance	and	Simon	Fraser	University’s	Adaptation	to	
Climate	Change	Team	(ACT).		P.	6.	
106	Ministry	of	Environment	and	Natural	Resources.		(2010)		‘Northern	Voices,	Northern	Waters	–	NWT	Water	
Stewardship	Strategy.’		Government	of	the	Northwest	Territories	website.		Accessed	25	Mar	2013.	P.4.		
http://www.enr.gov.nt.ca/_live/documents/content/NWT_Water_Stewardship_Strategy.pdf		
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BC Hydro’s Water Use Planning process for Lower Bridge River107 
  
The Lower Bridge River is a tributary of the Fraser River and has three impoundment dams, 
three reservoirs and four generating stations.  A Water Use Planning (WUP) process was 
initiated for these facilities involving consultations with a diversity of interests such as First 
Nations, local citizens, environmental groups, resource users, governments and regulatory 
agencies.  Technical sub-committees were also created to inform decision-making.  These sub-
committees were comprised of interested citizens and expert scientists. 
  
Given the diversity of stakeholders, each legitimate in their own right, two forms of knowledge 
were involved in the process: fact-based, technical information on water use options and value-
based, lived experience and concern for the integrity of sacred spaces.  One of the challenging 
tasks for the group was to identify key variables for consideration as well as to expose the trade-
offs of each of those choices (e.g. fish habitat, energy production and demand, river integrity 
and public health).  The strategy to deal with this challenge was to explicitly recognize the 
existence of different knowledge types and to enable the discussion of trade-offs, discrepancies, 
weighting of knowledge types and how to integrate these into hypotheses about possible 
impacts of activities.  This example has been heralded as extraordinarily successful with 
significant environmental and social improvements such as increased participant knowledge of 
risks and uncertainties, options and trade-offs, the values of others and clearer personal 
values108.  

Inclusivity	Issues	and	Challenges	
	 
Because of the local nature of water and its jurisdictional variations, it is impossible to provide a 
generic model or template of a successful example of collaboration and partnership109.  
However, there are several issues and challenges surrounding inclusivity and representation 
that are evident in various case studies across BC: 
 
Changing Membership Over Time   
  
Membership in collaborative watershed governance entities tends to be very dynamic and 
continually changing in number and representation of various sectors.  This is not only due to 
the evolving and adaptive nature of the learning processes within the group which may identify 
missing stakeholders over time but also to funding challenges for non-profit organizations and 
departmental shifts in staff, budgets and programming in government agencies, election cycles 
and many other local circumstances.  
 
 
                                                
107	de	Loe,	R.	(2010).		‘Challenges	for	Water	Governance	in	Canada:		A	Discussion	Paper.’		Governance	for	
Source	Water	Protection	in	Canada,	Report	No.	2.		Water	Policy	and	Governance	Group.	p.	13.	
108	Dovetail	Consulting	Inc.		(2005).		BC	Hydro	Water	Use	Planning	Program	Evaluation:		Evaluation	of	the	WUP	
Process.		Dovetail	Consulting	Inc.		As	cited	in	de	Loe	2010.	
109	Nowlan,	L	&	K.	Bakker.		(2007).		‘Delegating	Water	Governance:		Issues	and	Challenges	in	the	BC	Context.’		
Program	on	Water	Governance,	University	of	British	Columbia.		P.	22.	
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Fair and Representative Processes   
 
Participation of stakeholders and the collaborative process must be perceived to be 
representative and fair in order for it to remain credible and legitimate over the long term110.  
This can be a challenge when working with both small and large municipalities.  Small 
municipalities for example, may have jurisdiction over a small area of land within a watershed, 
but have greater authority in terms of land use planning and water regulation.  Larger 
municipalities may dominate a particular basin demographically and economically and only have 
a single seat at the table creating a false equality. 
  
Slow and Expensive Process   
 
Engaging in collaborative processes with a consensus-driven approach can require a significant 
investment of time and resources.  Watersheds often cover wide geographical areas and 
governance processes require staff time, information and research, as well as travel time, 
meeting expenses.  Participation over the long term therefore requires a clear return on 
investment connecting to the interests of stakeholders.  
 
Clearly defined objectives, outcomes and results from collaborative governance approaches 
and its connection to broader policy making processes can help address this concern.  For 
industry, this involves a clearer understanding of how these processes fit within regulatory 
frameworks and government mandates111. 
 
Capacity Limitations  
 
Some organizations and individuals may have limited capacity and resources (human, financial 
or time) to effectively participate. Therefore it may be difficult for some to engage in a 
collaborative governance process in a sustained way.  This may be due to a lack of funding for 
staff time, limited available volunteer time, travel distance to meetings and project sites, or other 
capacity issues. Support (financial or otherwise) from other stakeholders may be required to 
ensure the inclusion of partners and stakeholders with less resources or capacity. 
  
Incentive to Participate   
 
Stakeholders may not have an incentive to participate, particularly if there is a better alternative 
for realizing their agenda or interests.  When the collaborative forum is ‘the only game in town’ 
or at least offers an opportunity to advance their interests, it is easier to motivate stakeholders.  

                                                
110	Ibid,	22.	
111	National	Round	Table	on	the	Environment	and	the	Economy	(NRTEE).		(2011).		‘Charting	a	Course	–	
Chapter	7:		Collaborative	Water	Governance.’		Accessed	25	March	2013.		http://nrtee-trnee.ca/charting-a-
course-chapter-7-collaborative-water-governance		
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Conversely, when stakeholders are excluded, they may be compelled to seek out alternative 
venues112.	 

Who	should	be	included?	
	 
Elected Representatives 
  
Including elected representatives in collaborative watershed governance processes is key to 
achieving legitimacy, coordination with local and regional policies and buy-in and support for 
watershed governance activities.  Elected officials can bring in their knowledge of the positions 
of Council and its committees as well as the potential for political or financial support.  
 
Federal and Provincial Agencies 
  
Both federal and provincial staff from across a variety of departments and ministries have 
responsibilities pertaining to some aspect of water planning, management, governance and 
enforcement.  It is therefore critical to include these representatives.  They can contribute their 
knowledge and insights about relevant regulations and policies as well as their technical and 
research expertise.  In addition, federal and provincial staff benefit greatly from the exchange of 
local knowledge and experience from citizens and stewardship groups on the ground.   
  
Municipalities and Regional Districts 
  
Like federal and provincial agency representatives, municipal and regional staff can contribute 
their technical and research expertise and more localized knowledge of relevant policies, 
programs and jurisdictions in the watershed. 
  
First Nations 
  
In addition to important governance roles, First Nations’ cultural and spiritual values and 
historical knowledge deepen their contributions to collaborative watershed governance 
processes.  They seek to reconcile the needs of various users with the needs of the 
ecosystems, for present and future generations.  They contribute their understanding of the 
health and functioning of the watershed, approaches to effective collaboration, identification of 
values and priorities and, the successful and co-operative implementation of actions and 
solutions113.  
  
Academic Institutions 
  

                                                
112	Ansell,	C.	and	A.	Gash.		(2007).		‘Collaborative	Governance	in	Theory	and	Practice.’		Journal	of	Public	
Administration	Research,	18:	556	
113	National	Round	Table	on	the	Environment	and	the	Economy	(NRTEE).		(2011).		‘Charting	a	Course	–	
Chapter	7:		Collaborative	Water	Governance.’		Accessed	25	March	2013.		http://nrtee-trnee.ca/charting-a-
course-chapter-7-collaborative-water-governance	
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Academic institutions can play a key role in research and operational activities including 
research funding and student support roles, especially when student work in watersheds 
translates to academic credit. 
  
Natural Resource Sectors 
  
The natural resource sectors have been involved in collaborative processes for a long time and 
do see the value of such processes.  However, industry participation may not be guaranteed 
and is dependent on several factors such as whether benefits of participation are clear, whether 
government mandates their participation and whether there are incentives for participation.  
  
Community Members 
  
There are numerous other community members that may have something important to 
contribute. Landowners, residents, farmers, ranchers, anglers, small business operators and 
many others can bring unique local knowledge, context and expertise to the table. 
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3.6	 Case-Study	Examples	of	Collaborative	Watershed	Governance	in	BC	
	
Though the constitutional authority to manage water resources currently lies with the Provincial 
Government of BC, there has been a growth of community-led, watershed organizations using 
collaborative, area-based approaches to inform water management decisions and practices 
since the 1990s114.  Many of these watershed organizations formed out of a need to address 
local impacts negatively affecting the helath and sustainability of water and watersheds. This 
growth in locally-led initiatives clearly demonstrates that groups and individuals are motivated to 
organize themselves to address issues that affect them, and that there is a desire for greater 
local involvement in decision-making related to water and watersheds across the province115.   It 
is important to note that while there are numeroous examples of community-led, watershed 
organizations, there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. Overall,,watershed governance initiatives 
are context-specific and are influenced by local priorities, geography, history, culture and 
economics116. This section provides an overview of five collaborative watershed governance 
inittives in BC. The case studies include: 
 

1. Cowichan Watershed Board  
2. Okanagan Basin Water Board 
3. Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable  
4. Shawnigan Basin Authority   
5. Shuswap Watershed Council 

 
Each case study was developed with input and advice from the representatives of the local 
group to provide a brief overview of the conditions under which the group was formed, the local 
context, governance structure, membership, vision, mission, goals and funding partners.   

3.6.1	 Cowichan	Watershed	Board	

	
BACKGROUND: 
 
In the past 150 years, the Cowichan Basin has changed more rapidly than in the preceding 
5000 years117.  As population and land-development increase, so does the rate of change to the 
hydrologic cycle.  Fisheries, forestry, settlement, agriculture, recreation and tourism, industry 
and cultural uses all compete for water in the Cowichan Basin.  This often leads to a shortfall of 

                                                
114	Brandes,	O.M.	&	J.	O’Riordan.		(2014).		‘A	Blueprint	for	Watershed	Governance	in	British	Columbia.’		POLIS	
Project	on	Ecological	Governance.		University	of	Victoria.		Accessed	5	Jan	2015.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-web.pdf		
115	MORRIS,	T.	and	O.M.	Brandes.		(2013).		‘The	State	of	the	Water	Movement	in	British	Columbia:	A	
Waterscape	Scan	&	Needs	Assessment	of	BC	Watersehd-Based	Groups.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	
Governance.’		P.	29.	
116	Hunter,	R.	et	al.		(2014).		‘The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:		An	Evolution	of	Collaborative	Watershed	
Governance.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance.		Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf		
117	Cowichan	Basin	Water	Management	Plan.		(2007).	p.	3.	
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water needed to maintain ecosystem health.  To date, more than 530 licenses have been issued 
to divert water from streams and lakes in the Basin and more than 1300 wells have been drilled 
to pump groundwater from the aquifers.   Catalyst Paper is the largest water user in the basin 
and pumps water from the Cowichan River for pulp and paper mill operations in Crofton.  Other 
challenges include reduced spring and summer precipitation and snow pack due to climate 
change, loss of old growth and mature forests and increased residential development, all of 
which places pressure on water resources and riparian habitat essential for ecosystem health. 
In addition, the cumulative impacts of often uncoordinated land and water use decisions by all 
levels of government related to urban and industrial development, transportation, and forest 
practices, etc.; the declining capacity of provincial and federal governments to fulfill their 
mandates due to severe budget and staffing cuts; and, issues related to rights, including First 
Nations’ rights, property rights and rights to clean water.  These issues have pushed the 
Cowichan watershed towards a tipping point118. 
 
During the 2003 dry season, low water levels in the Cowichan River system resulted in a series 
of crises that lead to action from the surrounding communities: 

• Low flow levels in the River led to the imminent shutdown of Catalyst Paper, a pulp and 
paper mill in the town of Crofton, the largest employer in the area; 

• Inadequate flow endangered the Chinook salmon and fish had to be moved by truck to 
their spawning habitats; and, 

• Falling water levels in the streams and aquifers affected drinking water supply in some 
areas and water available to dilute treated effluent discharges into the Cowichan River.    

 
The response to the 2003 crises resulted in the development of the Cowichan Basin Water 
Management Plan119, which was commissioned by the Cowichan Valley Regional District 
(CVRD), Cowichan Tribes, the BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection (now the Ministry 
of Environment), Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Catalyst Paper and the Pacific Salmon 
Commission.  The Plan was ambitious and included 6 goals, 23 objectives and 89 actions 
concerning water conservation, water supply management, water quality, habitat and 
biodiversity, flood management, governance and communications.  However, by 2009 there 
was minimal implementation, and local stakeholders hired a consultant to identify and evaluate 
governance options that would better coordinate actions prioritized in the Plan. The Cowichan 
Watershed Board (CWB) was established in 2010 to guide the implementation of the Plan120 
and in 2014 CWB became a legal entity - the Cowichan Watershed Society – under the BC 
Society Act and is now seeking charitable status from Canada Revenue Agency.   
 
  

                                                
118	Hunter,	R.	et	al.		(2014).		‘The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:		An	Evolution	of	Collaborative	Watershed	
Governance.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance.	P.3.	Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf	
119	Cowichan	Valley	Regional	District	et	al.		(2007).		Cowichan	Basin	Water	Management	Plan.		Access	6	Jan	
2015.		http://cvrd.bc.ca/DocumentCenter/Home/View/1097		
120	Hunter,	R.	et	al.		(2014).		The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:		An	Evolution	of	Collaborative	Watershed	
Governance.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance.	P.7..	Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf	
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COWICHAN WATERSHED BOARD STRUCTURE121 
 

 
 
The Cowichan Watershed Board (CWB) is an advisory body that consists of 13 members 
appointed by the Cowichan Valley Regional District, Cowichan Tribes, the Department of 
Fisheries and Oceans and the Ministry of Environment.  Additional membership details are 
outlined below. 
 
The work of the CWB is assisted by the Technical Advisory and Communications Committee 
which consists of 4 working groups:  (1) Flow and fish sustainability; (2) communications, 
conservation/watershed IQ; (3) Estuarine health and water quality; and (4) Riparian.  These 
working groups are aligned with the targets of the Cowichan Basin Water Management Plan, 
which were seen as aspects of the lifeblood of the Cowichan watershed that everyone knew and 
understood.  
 
 
 

                                                
121	Personal	communication	with	Rodger	Hunter,	April	2015.			

Coordinator 
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The Technical Advisory and Communications Committee mission is122: 
• To be a trusted source of expertise and knowledge for sustainable water management in 

the Cowichan watershed.   
• To provide balance and considered technical advice to the CWB and through it to 

elements of the community at large.   
• To draw upon members’ diverse knowledge and technical expertise to develop options 

and recommendations for the CWB and to implement actions needed to achieve the 
goals of the Cowichan Water Basin Management Plan.   

 
Coordinator:  The Coordinator is employed by the Cowichan Watershed Society and is 
responsible for convening and communicating with stakeholders and is the important liaison 
between the Cowichan Watershed Board and the Technical Advisory and Communications 
Committee.  
 
COWICHAN WATERSHED BOARD MEMBERSHIP 
  
Cowichan Water Board 
 
Each appointer is allotted the following amount of appointees: 
The Cowichan Valley Regional District (CVRD)  3 
Cowichan Tribes Chief and Councilors  2 
Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD Up to 5 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Up to 2  
Ministry of Environment 2 
 
The following table summarizes the current make up of the CWB: 
 

POSITION APPOINTMENT BY 
Chair of CVRD (Co-Chair) CVRD 
Chief of the Cowichan Tribes (Co-Chair) Cowichan Tribes Chief and Councilors  
Cowichan Tribes Councilor  Cowichan Tribes Chief and Councilors  
CVRD Director, Area I, Youbou CVRD 
CVRD Director, Area F, Cowichan Lake 
South/Skutz Falls 

CVRD 

Mayor of Lake Cowichan  Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 
CVRD Director, Area D, Cowichan Bay Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 
Cowichan Tribes Councilor Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 
Natural Resource Consultant Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 
Former Member of Parliament Cowichan Tribes and the CVRD 
DFO, South Coast Area Director Federal Government 
Public Health Consultant Provincial Government  
Past President, BC Groundwater Provincial Government  

                                                
122	Cowichan	Watershed	Board	website.		‘Technical	Advisory	Committee’.		Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://cowichanwatershedboard.ca/content/technical-advisory-committee-tac		
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Association 
 
Technical Advisory Committee 
 
The CWB will invite selected organizations to designate a technical representative.   
The following is a list of member organizations123: 

• Catalyst Paper 
• Cowichan Economic Development Commission - Tourism Cowichan (CEDC) 
• Cowichan Lake and River Stewardship Committee (CLRSC) 
• Cowichan Tribes 
• Cowichan Valley Naturalists’ Society (CVNS) 
• Cowichan Valley Regional District (CVRD) 
• Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) 
• Living Rivers Trust 
• BC Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) 
• BC Ministry of Environment (MOE) 
• BC Ministry of Healthy Living and Sport (MHLS) 
• BC Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) 
• Private Forest Landowners Association (PFLA) 
• Quamichan Lake Stewardship Committee (Quamichan Stewards) 
• Somenos Marsh Wildlife Society (SMWS) 
• Vancouver Island Health Authority (VIHA) 

 
 
PURPOSE124 
 
The purpose of the CWB is to serve as a formal entity to help guide the implementation of the 
Cowichan Basin Water Management Plan and improve the quality of water management 
decisions and the outcomes arising from those decisions within the Cowichan watershed. 
 
MANDATE125 
 
The CWB’s mandate is to provide leadership for sustainable water management to protect and 
enhance environmental quality and the quality of life in the Cowichan watershed and adjoining 
areas.  
 
The Board does not have regulatory authority but shall promote wise water management 
practices throughout the watershed by: 

• advocating for the well-being of the watershed; 
• guiding and coordinating the implementation of the Water Management Plan; 
• providing timely, balanced and thoughtful advice to senior and local government 

authorities including First Nations; 
                                                
123	Ibid.	
124	Cowichan	Watershed	Board.		(2010).		‘Governance	Manual’.		Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://cowichanwatershedboard.ca/sites/default/files/CWB-Governance-Manual-2010.pdf		
125	Ibid,	p.	3.			



Discussion Paper – Prepared by the Fraser Basin Council – June 30, 2016 58 

• securing stable funding sources to support water management activities; 
• engaging local stakeholder in water management decisions; 
• gathering information on and monitoring the health of the watershed; 
• providing and accessing specialized expertise and knowledge for sustainable water 

management in the Cowichan watershed; and, 
• developing public outreach and extension tools to enhance watershed thinking and to 

increase residents’ understanding of water science, stewardship and management 
activities. 

 
PRINCIPLES126 
 
The CWB is committed to the following principles: 

• Partnership:  The Board is built on a collaborative partnership among Cowichan Tribes 
the CVRD, the Ministry of Environment, and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 
Catalyst Paper and the Living Rivers Trust Fund (the partners) and seeks to engage and 
bridge the interests of regulatory agencies, local water stakeholders and citizens.   

• Representation:  The Board members are appointed to serve the best interests of 
Cowichan Basin citizens and the region as a whole in a manner that is consistent with 
federal and provincial interests that support sound watershed management.  Members 
selected are to the greatest extent possible local community leaders, known water 
management champions and/or related experts. 

• “Whole-of-Watershed” Thinking:  The CWB’s priorities and activities are guided by a 
vision for the watershed as a whole that is based on ecological sustainability and 
balancing local needs. 

• Transparency: To the greatest extent possible, the actions and decisions of the CWB will 
be transparent and open. 

 
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES127 
 

• Advocating for the well-being of the watershed and policies and decisions that reflect 
watershed thinking and positive outcomes for the watershed; 

• Developing a process for seeking input from basin residents on CWB activities and for 
reporting back on activities; 

• Reviewing and updating the Cowichan Basin Water Management Plan; 
• Seeking input from the Technical Advisory Committee, governments, watershed groups, 

interests and residents as part of the annual business planning process; 
• Preparing an annual business plan and budget based on the Plan; 
• Ensuring appropriate financial controls; 
• Preparing and distributing an annual report/business plan; 
• Adhering to the principles and carrying out the responsibilities set out in the governance 

manual; 
• Appointing, monitoring and evaluating the coordinator; 
• Regularly reviewing and revising policies and procedures to ensure that the CWB is 

effective. 
 

                                                
126	Ibid,	p.	3-4.	
127	Ibid,	p.	4.	
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FUNDING128: 
 
The annual operating budget for the CWB has continued to be approximately $70,000 and is 
funded by both the Cowichan Tribes and the Cowichan Valley Regional District.  The operating 
budget includes basic activities such as administrative support, coordination and 
communications as well as meeting expenses, the website and a part-time coordinator.   
 
Project funding partners over the years have included the following: 

• Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
• Ministry of Environment 
• Catalyst Paper  
• Pacific Salmon Commission 
• Federal Gas Tax Fund (through CVRD) 
• Real Estate Foundation of BC 

	
For more information about the Cowichan Watershed Board, visit: 
www.cowichanwatershedboard.ca  

                                                
128	Hunter,	R.	et	al.		(2014).		‘The	Cowichan	Watershed	Board:		An	Evolution	of	Collaborative	Watershed	
Governance.’		POLIS	Project	on	Ecological	Governance.	P.3.	Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/CWBCaseStudy_WebFINAL_0.pdf	
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3.6.2	 Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	

	
BACKGROUND129: 
 
In the early to mid-1960s, water pollution in the Okanagan Valley became a serious concern.  
Issues such as poorly treated sewage being discharged into the lakes and odorous algae 
blooms spoiling public beaches began to affect tourism, public health and civic enjoyment of the 
lakeshore.  In response, the Okanagan Watershed Pollution Control Council was created in 
1966 to address these issues.  The Council included representatives from the 10 major 
Okanagan municipalities but lacked any legal authority or structure to make meaningful 
changes. 
 
Recognizing the need for an inter-regional mechanism to collaborate, local governments and 
the Province agreed to create an Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB), which would include 
elected officials from the regional districts and would be supported by a technical committee for 
water resource management.  Through the Municipalities Enabling and Validating Act and 
Supplementary Letters Patent legislation, the OBWB was established and given taxation 
authority to support its projects and responsibilities for approving pollution discharge permits.  
Its mandate was to promote the shared water interests of Okanagan communities. 
 
Immediately following its formation, the OBWB became a local partner on the Okanagan Basin 
Study, a federal-provincial initiative signed in 1969, which aimed at improving all aspects of 
water resource management.  The OBWB’s initial role was to improve communication between 
the public, local governments, and the agencies conducting the Study.  When the Study was 
completed in 1974, one of its main findings – based on extensive public consultation – was the 
strong need for coordinated water management.  It recommended that the OBWB be the 
regional authority responsible for ‘those water resource management functions that pertain to 
the Valley as a whole’130. 
 
Enacting many of these recommendations (e.g. valley-wide flood plain zoning and recreational 
boating regulations) required the regional districts and the Province to delegate authority to the 
OBWB, which they were reluctant to do.  Instead, the OBWB focused its efforts on two 
programs that had no overlap with local jurisdictions: funding for upgrading sewage treatment 
facilities and Eurasian water milfoil control.  In partnership with the Province, these initiatives are 
ongoing and have proven successful with the OBWB providing local resources and expertise.   
 
With the dramatic increase in population within the watershed, future impacts of climate change 
and the 2003 drought that created tensions between farmers and fisheries regulators, OBWB 
                                                
129	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	(OBWB).		(2010).		‘Governance	Manual.’	p.	v-vi.		Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://www.obwb.ca/fileadmin/docs/obwb_governance_manual.pdf		
130	Okanagan	Consultative	Board.		(1974).	‘Summary	of	the	Consultative	Board	including	the	Comprehensive	
Framework	Plan	Prepared	Under	the	Canada	British	Columbia	Okanagan	Basin	Agreement.’		Accessed	6	Jan	
2015.		http://www.obwb.ca/fileadmin/docs/1974_Basin_Study_Summary_Report.pdf		
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undertook a new water management initiative in 2006.  This focused on improving 
communication, water policy, and water science to support decision making with a primary focus 
on incentives and knowledge transfer.  In light of these new directions, the OBWB also instituted 
the Okanagan Water Stewardship Council to provide high-level technical advice from a wide 
range of local experts131.  These projects and programs avoid overlap with programs under 
municipal jurisdiction and focus on valley-wide benefits.   

                                                
131	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2012).		‘History’.		OBWB	website.		Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://www.obwb.ca/overview/history/		
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OKANAGAN BASIN WATER BOARD STRUCTURE  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Okanagan Basin Water Board (OBWB) is a unique form of local government, established 
under Provincial legislation with taxation power to support its action.  The structure and purpose 
of the OBWB are outlined in the Supplementary Letters Patent.  

Directors:  The OBWB has 12 directors with designated alternates.  The three Okanagan 
regional districts appoint 3 directors each.  The Board also includes representative from the 
Okanagan Nation Alliance, the Water Supply Association of BC and the Okanagan Water 
Stewardship Council.  All directors vote and participate in all decision making except financial 
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matters where only regional district appointed directors can vote.  Directors hold a one-year 
term and may be reappointed for successive terms. 

Executive Director:  The Executive Director provides leadership for the implementation and 
operation of the OBWB programs; hiring and managing staff; overseeing financial management 
and working with the Board and the Okanagan Water Stewardship Council to develop long-term 
strategic plans.   

Water Stewardship Director:  The Water Stewardship Director is responsible for strategic 
planning, project development and management, communication with stakeholders and media 
and representing the OBWB and the Water Stewardship Council at meetings and conferences 
as required.  The Water Stewardship Council aims to develop practical solutions that reflect the 
best available science, innovative policy and consensus approaches. 

Committees of the Board: 

The OBWB has formed committees to address matters under its responsibility and authority.  
These committees do not have delegated authority and can only make recommendations to the 
Board. 

Standing Committees – These are committees whose permanent existence is of fundamental 
importance to the ongoing effective governance of the OBWB. 

• Okanagan Water Stewardship Council is a permanent Standing Committee of the 
Board and is composed of technical experts and water stakeholders. 

• Program Committees – These committees are intended to exist in the long-term and to 
address a significant area of OBWB business, but may not be permanent committees. 

• Task Forces – These are committees intended to address issues in the short-term, and 
to be dissolved upon completion of their duties.   

LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK  

BC Municipalities Enabling and Validating Act:  The Act enables the creation of the 
Okanagan Basin Water Board. 

Supplementary Letters Patent:  The Supplementary Letters Patent lays out the operational 
details of the OBWB including membership, objects and purpose, the basis of cost sharing 
between regional districts, the limitation of the cost of the function of the OBWB and the 
representation of the regional districts.   

OKANAGAN BASIN WATER BOARD MEMBERSHIP132 

Current membership on the OBWB includes 3 representatives from each of the 3 regional 
districts in the Okanagan Basin and representatives from First Nations, the Water Supply 
                                                
132	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board.		(2015).		‘Meet	the	Board.’		Accessed	16	March	2015.		
http://www.obwb.ca/board-of-directors/		
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Association of BC and the Okanagan Water Stewardship Council.   These appointments are 
one-year terms with eligibility for renewal.  OBWB directors elect Chairs and Vice-Chairs.   

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF OKANAGAN-SIMILKAMEEN 
Mayor, City of Osoyoos  Regional Director, Electoral Area A (ALT) 
Mayor, District of Summerland Regional Director, Electoral Area D (ALT) 
Councilor, City of Penticton Councilor, District of Summerland (ALT) 
 
REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NORTH OKANAGAN  
(VICE CHAIR) Councilor, City of Vernon  Councilor, City of Vernon (ALT) 
Regional Director, Electoral Area B Regional Director, Electoral Area D (ALT) 
Councilor, District of Coldstream Regional Director, Electoral Area C (ALT) 
 
REGIONAL DISTRICT OF CENTRAL OKANAGAN 
(CHAIR)  Mayor, District of West Kelowna Regional Director, East Electoral Area 

(ALT) 
Mayor, District of Lake Country Mayor, District of Peachland (ALT) 
Councilor, City of Kelowna  Regional Director, West Electoral Area 

(ALT) 
 
WATER MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE APPOINTEMENTS  
(CHAIR) Water Supply Association of BC Director, Water Supply Association of BC 

(ALT) 
Okanagan Nation Alliance Okanagan Nation Alliance (ALT) 
Okanagan Water Stewardship Council Interior Health Authority (ALT) 

VISION133: 

The Vision of the OBWB is to have a sustainable water system, meeting the needs of residents 
and agriculture while supporting wildlife and natural areas – now and in the future. 

MANDATE134: 

To provide leadership for sustainable water management to protect and enhance the quality of 
life and environment in the Okanagan Basin.  

The OBWB promotes best water management practices by supplying science, information, 
grants and other incentives.  As every resident in the Basin contributes financially to the OBWB, 
the focus is on projects and programs that benefit the Okanagan watershed as a whole.  The 
OBWB is not a regulatory agency and does not enact or enforce law.   

                                                
133	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	(OBWB).		(2010).		‘Governance	Manual.’	p.	2.	Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://www.obwb.ca/fileadmin/docs/obwb_governance_manual.pdf		
134	Ibid,	p.	3.	
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OBJECTS AND PURPOSE135:  

The objectives and purpose of the OBWB, summarized below are set by the Supplementary 
Letters Patent (SLP) and subsequent amendments dated 1970-2006.   

1. To organize or receive proposals from private interests, organizations or agencies and 
all levels of governments regarding best practices for water use and management; 

2. To define water problems and priorities, economic feasibility of solutions, responsibility, 
necessary legislation and required action; 

3. To communicate and coordinate between levels of government and their agencies about 
water use and management; 

4. To present proposals and recommendations to local or senior governments, according to 
jurisdiction and responsibility; 

5. To participate financially or otherwise, in surveys, investigations or projects on behalf of 
Okanagan local governments; 

6. To coordinate implementation of the Okanagan Basin Study Plan (1974) – for water 
management activities that affect the Valley as a whole; 

7. To advise local or senior government agencies when proposed actions, regulations or 
bylaws are contrary to the Okanagan Basin Study Plan or a recommendation of the 
OBWB; and,  

8. To participate in an aquatic weed control program for Okanagan lakes. 

PRINCIPLES136: 

The Board of Directors is committed to acting in accordance with the following principles: 

• Transparency:  To the greatest extent possible, the actions and decision of the OBWB 
including those of the Board of Directors and staff will be transparent and open. 

• Service:  The Board of Directors will act in the best interests of the mandate of the 
OBWB, which serve the Okanagan Basin as a whole.   

• Collaboration:  The OBWB seeks collaborative solutions to water resource concerns, 
bridging the interests of all Okanagan and senior levels of government, as well as water 
stakeholders and citizens of the region.   

• Representation:  OBWB Directors are appointed to represent the common water 
interests of Okanagan citizens even though they provide the perspective of their 
respective regional district or water constituency. 

• Basin Emphasis:  OBWB projects and programs focus on activities with broad 
geographic scope, benefiting the entire watershed.    

• Legacy:  The OBWB will consider the needs of future generations – our children and 
grandchildren – as well as those of the present, looking ahead to protect the resource in 
times of change and uncertainty. 

 

                                                
135	Ibid,	p.	2.	
136	Ibid,	p.	3.	
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE BOARD137: 

The Board of Directors is responsible for governing the OBWB effectively and responsibly. 
The Board’s responsibilities include (but are not necessarily limited to): 

• Adhering to the Objects and Purpose of the OBWB and principles set out in the previous 
sections; 

• Preparing and reviewing a strategic plan, annual objectives and budget; 
• Appointing, monitoring and evaluating the Executive Director; 
• Developing channels for communication from Basin residents on OBWB activities and 

for reporting back to communities; 
• Ensuring appropriate financial controls are in place; 
• Preparing an annual report, including audited financial statements; and, 
• Establishing certain policies, ensuring they are implemented, and periodically reviewing 

those policies.  These policies include but are not limited to:   
o OBWB procedures; 
o Policies related to water resource matters in the Okanagan Basin, including the 

operation of the OBWB Water Management Program; 
o Policies related to OBWB service delivery of Eurasian water milfoil and 

Sewerage Facilities Grants program; 
o Communications; and, 
o Human resources and compensation. 

FUNDING138: 

The Supplementary Letters Patent (SLP) mandates every municipal or regional district resident 
and business in the Okanagan Basin to contribute at the same rate to the finances of the OBWB 
and therefore shares equitably in the benefit of basin-wide water management initiatives such 
as the Water Management Program, and other programs (Eurasian Water milfoil Control 
Program, Sewerage Facilities Grants Program)139.  Funding allocation is as follows: 

• Cost shared among municipalities of represented regional districts based on assessed 
net taxable value of land and improvements; 

• The annual contributions to the Board for the Water Management and the Eurasian 
Water milfoil Control Program has a ceiling of $0.036/$1000 unless an increase is 
approved by a referendum of voters from the Basin or there is a change to the SLP; 

• The Board may require all participating regional districts (except those outside the Basin) 
to contribute to the Sewerage Facilities Grants Program not exceeding $0.21/$1000; 

• Directors are remunerated for meeting attendance – this is targeted at the average rate 
provided for meeting attendance by participating regional districts. 

For more information about the Okanagan Basin Water Board visit, www.obwb.ca 

                                                
137	Ibid,	p.	7-8.	
138	Okanagan	Basin	Water	Board	(OBWB).		(2010).		‘Governance	Manual.’	p.	11-14.	Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://www.obwb.ca/fileadmin/docs/obwb_governance_manual.pdf		
139	Ibid,	p.	11.	
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3.6.3	 Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable		

	
BACKGROUND: 
 
The Coquitlam River Watershed is one of many watersheds found on the north shore of the 
Lower Mainland Region.  IT is located along the lower Fraser River and mainly within the 
municipalities of Coquitlam and Port Coquitlam.  It is part of the traditional territory of the 
Kwikwetlem First Nation.  The Lower Coquitlam River Watershed, below the Coquitlam Lake 
Dam, includes at least 30 watercourses.  The two largest tributaries of the Coquitlam River are 
Or Creek with a catchment area of approximately 22 sq. km and the Hoy/Scott/Pinnacle Creek 
catchment area of approximately 17.5 sq. km140.   
 
The mountain and valley region is characterized by a variety of natural, rural-agricultural, urban 
and industrial landscapes as well as cultural, heritage, recreation and natural resource values 
such as the habitat and spawning ground for salmon.  The watershed has a vast headwater 
area including Coquitlam Lake Reservoir above the Coquitlam Lake Dam.  At least 30 sub-
watersheds flow into the Lower Coquitlam River, which drains into the Fraser River just above 
the Fraser River estuary on the Georgia Strait141.  
 
Human activity has significantly impacted the Coquitlam River over the last century starting 
with142: 

• The construction of the dams initially for water supply in 1904, then power generation in 
1914 for the growing communities on the Lower Mainland cut off spawning and rearing 
habitat for salmon in the upper part of the river.  Sockeye were lost from the Coquitlam 
River system in 1913.   

• Remaining salmon populations have also suffered great instability over the last century, 
largely due to urban development.  The natural characteristics of the lower watershed 
have been altered as urban development proceeded and a significant portion of the 
watershed’s drainage is now carried in the storm drain system, which eventually empties 
into open watercourses.   

• Mining activities began in the 1950s.  During that time, gravel removal activities took 
take place both in and along the Coquitlam River.  From the 1950’s until the mid 1960s, 
it was common practice for industry and government agencies to remove gravel directly 
from the river throughout the year.  These activities were principally responsible for the 
loss of pink and chum spawning beds and the direct destruction of the salmon spawning 
grounds did not stop until the BC Gravel Removal Order came into effect in 1965.  

                                                
140	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2008).		‘The	Story	of	the	Coquiltam	River	Watershed	Past,	
Present	and	Future.’		Coquitlam	River	Stakeholder	Engagement	Phase	1.		Prepared	by:	Jahlie	Houghton,	JR	
Environmental.		Accessed	30	April	2015.		
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/sites/default/files/CRWS_Phase_I_Background_and_Research_200
8_0.pdf		
141	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable	website.		(2015).		‘Our	Watershed.’		Accessed	6	Jan	2015.		
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/our-watershed		
142	Ibid,	p.	4.	
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• Commercial logging began in the watershed in the 1960s and 1970s.  While logging was 
a less significant impact to the river than the other mentioned activities, present day 
instability issues, and consequent pulse sediment loadings of Or Creek to Coquitlam 
River upon heavy precipitation events, can likely be attributed to previous logging activity 
in the Or Creek watershed.  

 
The diversity and intensity of activities in addition to the history of major flooding events in the 
watershed caused salmon populations to decline significantly over the last century.  Though 
these issues initiated action from numerous community volunteers and groups, government and 
the private sector, it was recognized that a more consistent approach to coordination was 
needed.  Tensions grew between different sectors and groups in the watershed with each 
attributing blame for the impacts to another.  It was acknowledged that dialogue was needed to 
resolve these conflicts through a non-advocacy based entity.   
 
In 2007-2008, the City of Coquitlam and the Kwikwetlem First Nation agreed to oversee a 
preliminary research phase of a proposed four phase Watershed Management Plan initiative.  
This process sought to develop an accountability framework, identify watershed interests and 
the watershed definition, establish who does what in the watershed and build a community 
coalition.  The establishment and formalization of the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable, 
engagement of its stakeholders and the initiation of a watershed planning process has been an 
ongoing journey since 2007.     

The Coquitlam River Watershed (CRW) Roundtable coordinates and implements activities 
which promote the long-term sustainability of the watershed and are guided by its collectively 
agreed mission, vision, values and set of guiding principles, which inform the types of activities 
the Roundtable might undertake given adequate resources.   
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ROUNDTABLE STRUCTURE143: 

 

Core Committee:  The Core Committee includes representatives from the Roundtable and acts 
as an administrative body or executive implementing projects and activities proposed by the 
Roundtable.  Committee members have formed Task Groups in order to focus on issues of 
interest.  During the operational year, the Core Committee is responsible for drafting a work 
plan, evaluative framework and potential projects and activities for the following year. 

Coordinator:  The Coordinator is employed by the Roundtable and is responsible for convening 
and communicating with stakeholders as well as meeting agendas and logistics.  The 
Coordinator reports directly to the Core Committee.   

Funders Group: 
The Funders Groups represents governments, foundations, businesses and utilities that invest 
in the Roundtable or implementation strategy. 

                                                
143	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2010).		‘Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Strategy:	Public	Assemblies	
on	Phase	III	Governance	Strategy	and	Direction	Setting.’		p.	25.		
http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/sites/default/files/CRWS_Phase_III_governance_strategy_and_deve
lopment_summary_July_2010_0.PDF		
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Decision-making Authority: 

The Roundtable does not have the authority to make decisions that are the jurisdictional or 
legislative responsibility of governments or the legal responsibility of any other entity that is 
participating in the Roundtable.  Governments and government agencies will participate but the 
Roundtable will be an independent entity, not under government direction.   

COQUITLAM RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE MEMBERSHIP: 

Participation in the Roundtable is open to anyone with an interest in the Coquitlam River 
watershed and who are in agreement with its vision, mission, values and guiding principles.  
Current members represent all sectors of interests in the watershed including governments, 
non-government organizations, the private sector and individuals such as the following: 
 

• City of Coquitlam  
• City of Port Coquitlam 
• Kwikwetlem First Nation 
• Metro Vancouver, Water Management 
• BC Hydro 
• Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• BC Ministry of Energy and Mines 
• Jack Cewe Ltd. 
• Tri-City Green Council 
• Port Coquitlam & District Hunting and Fishing Club  
• BC Institute of Technology (BCIT) 
• Arts Connect 

VISION144: 

A healthy watershed supported and enjoyed by the community in a manner that respects our 
common values through: 

• Partnerships and collaboration; 
• Education, stewardship and monitoring; 
• Conservation and green economics; and, 
• Responsible decision-making 

 
MISSION145: 
The Roundtable will: 

• Facilitate collaborative resolution of urban growth and natural resource use pressures 
consistent with agreed community objectives and values, 

                                                
144	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtlable.		(2011).		‘Coquitlam	River	Watershed	(CRW)	Roundtable	
Operational	Guidelines	and	Core	Committee	Terms	of	Reference.’		Accessed	5	Jan	2015.		
http://www.thinksalmon.com/reports/7_Operational_Guidelines_and_Terms_of_Reference.pdf	
145	Coquiltam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.		(2014).		‘The	Coquitlam	River	Watershed	Roundtable.’		Accessed	
6	Jan	2015.		http://www.coquitlamriverwatershed.ca/sites/default/files/CITYDOCS-%231790257-v1-
CRWR_Fall_2014_Backgrounder__0.pdf	
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• Inform and educate people about these matters and the watershed, and, 
• Promote and support conservation of a sustainable, healthy watershed environment. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES146: 

In order to achieve its mission, the CRWR’s guiding principles are: 

• Accountable 
• Adaptive 
• Consensus-based decision-making 
• Effective and Credible 
• Efficient with Capacity  
• Inclusive and Respectful 
• Influential and Responsible 
• Proactive Approach 
• Relationship building 

FUNDING147: 

Core funding for the Roundtable is mainly to cover the costs of the Coordinator.  This is 
supplemented by in-kind contributions (volunteer time, meeting space, office supplies, coffee, 
etc.) from Roundtable members and organizations.  Other funding is project based according to 
Roundtable activities.   
 
Project funding partners for the 2014 year include: 

• Real Estate Foundation of BC 
• Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
• Metro Vancouver 
• Pacific Salmon Foundation 
• Jack Cewe Ltd.  
• Arts Connect 
• The Bullitt Foundation 
• District Hunting and Fishing Club 
• Kwikwetlem First Nation 
• North Fraser Salmon Assistance Program 
• City of Port Coquitlam 
• City of Coquitlam 

Smaller scale funding initiatives and in-kind donations from the community also enabled the 
Roundtable to cover smaller costs such as catering at meetings, printing and education and 
outreach activities.  Examples of these smaller scale initiatives include: 

                                                
146	Ibid,	p.	4.	
147	Ibid,	p.	1	
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• Local Starbucks and bakeries created small ‘stewardship funds’ raised in house which 
would go to the Roundtable.  Coffee and food would also be donated for meetings. 

• Partnership with the yoga community and the Roundtable created ‘My Watershed 
Moment’ events, which highlighted the linkages between watershed health and human 
health. 

• Local businesses donating 1-5% of their profits to go to the Roundtable.  At the end of 
the fiscal year, this could amount to approximately $5000.  

For more information about the Coquitlam River Watershed Roundtable visit, 
www.coquitlamrivierwatershed.ca 	
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3.6.4	 Shawnigan	Basin	Authority	

BACKGROUND148: 

The Shawnigan Basin, centred on Shawnigan Lake on the southeast flank of 
Vancouver Island, is the sole domestic water source for over 7,000 people.  The vast 
majority of residents draw directly from the Lake, with the remainder dependent on 
groundwater aquifers.  The watershed is heavily committed to a mix of settlement, 
commercial, industrial, transportation and recreational use.  The greatest influence 
on continued growth pressure is its location immediately adjacent to the Capital 
Regional District, and BC’s capital, Victoria where population and development 
pressures are extending into the Shawnigan basin.  Shawinigan is an unincorporated 
electoral area, the most populated in BC, located within the Cowichan Valley 
Regional District (CVRD) and is represented by a single Area Director.   

Management of the basin is highly fragmented among federal, provincial and local 
government agencies.  Responsibilities such as domestic water quality, fish, streams, 
riparian areas, lake foreshore, recreation land uses, private land forestry, settlement 
planning, policing, roads, subdivision approvals, public health, water and sewage 
systems and air quality are not integrated within any one agency.  Planning and 
operational coordination of these individual agency jurisdictions has not yet been 
attempted, leading to a range of accumulating issues remaining unresolved over 
decades.  

In recent years, the local community has become increasingly concerned with the 
security of its water supply.  Studies completed by consultants, universities and the 
Regional District have documented declining water quality associated with gravel 
mining, extensive forest harvesting, stream erosion and aging domestic septic fields 
that are inadequate to support the conversion of summer recreation cabins to year-
round homes.   

Given the limited ability of regulatory agencies to achieve integrated land and water 
management in the Shawnigan Basin, local citizens, with the support of the CVRD 
Area Director, established the Shawnigan Basin Authority (SBA) on July 22, 2013.  
The Authority consolidates three existing civic organizations: The Shawnigan 
Watershed Roundtable, the non-profit Shawnigan Basin Society and the Ecological 
Design Panel.  The Shawnigan Basin Authority represents the civic governance 
mechanism for gaining the official attention of government agencies with legislative 
responsibilities within the watershed.  The SBA is independent of the Cowichan 
Valley Regional District but is supported by the Area Director and maintains a strong 
cooperative link with the CVRD Board and staff149.   

                                                
148	From	the	Shawnigan	Basin	Society	website.		(2014).		‘Solutions.’		Accessed	7	Jan	2015.		
http://www.shawniganwater.org/watershed_governance		
149	Shawniganwater.		(2013).		‘The	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority:	Q&A.’		p.	2.		Accessed	7	Jan	2015.		
http://www.fraserforshawnigan.ca/Governance%20-
%20CVRD/Basin%20Authority%20Q&A.pdf		
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SHAWNIGAN BASIN AUTHORITY STRUCTURE150: 

 

 
Shawnigan Basin Authority:  The Authority is intended to provide the Shawnigan 
public with a civic mechanism that can create a watershed master plan.  This entity 
aims: 
• To identify, fund and implement watershed security projects; 
• To coordinate the efforts of the many government agencies with watershed 

responsibilities; 
• To assemble all research and monitoring information gathered within the basin; 

and, 
• To ensure that the concerns of the public are respected in all watershed 

decisions.   
The Authority was created by resolution of the Shawnigan Basin Society’s Board of 
Directors.   

Shawnigan Basin Society (Financial Manager and Fundraising Agent):  The 
Basin Society is a non-profit organization and is intended to provide for the 
acquisition and management of financial resources necessary to support Ecological 
Watershed Governance151. 

Shawnigan Watershed Roundtable (Community/Stakeholder Engagement and 
Education):  The Roundtable, an open membership gathering, is intended to provide 
for broad community engagement with all of the basin interests and with the complex 
                                                
150	ibid.	
151	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority.		(2015).		‘Shawnigan	Basin	Authority	Brochure.’		
http://shawniganwater.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Shawnigan-Basin-Authority-
Brochure.pdf		
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array of agencies that have regulatory jurisdiction over different aspects of the 
watershed152.  

Ecological Design Panel (Consultative Technical Advisory Group):  The Design 
Panel is modeled after architectural design panels common to urban settings and 
assists developers to prepare proposals for land use that meet key criteria by 
seeking innovations that bring the management of ecosystem services to the 
forefront of the development proposal153. 

SHAWNIGAN BASIN AUTHORITY MEMBERSHIP154: 

• Area B Director, Cowichan Valley Regional District (Chair) 
• Malahat First Nation (Co-chair) 
• Representatives nominated by Director Area A, Cowichan Valley Regional 

District  
• Watershed and environmental experts appointed by Cowichan Valley 

Regional District and Malahat First Nation 
• Ecological Design Panel members 

o appointed CVRD staff 
o government agency staff 

§ Ministry of Environment  
§ Vancouver Island Health Authority  
§ Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
§ Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure  
§ RCMP 
§ Private Forest Landowners Association  
§ Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations  
§ Shawnigan Improvement District  

In addition to the existing participants in the Society, Roundtable and the Ecological 
Design Panel, a broad representation of the Shawnigan and Koksilah public will be 
sought by the Society to act as Authority members155.  The intent is to create a strong 
working group of willing citizens along with government and industry partners and to 
support them through extensive public engagement.  Both the Malahat First Nation 
and the Cowichan Tribes have been invited to join the Authority as both have long-
term traditional rights and interests in the geographic area. 

 

                                                
152	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority.		(2015).		‘Shawnigan	Basin	Authority	Brochure.’		
http://shawniganwater.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Shawnigan-Basin-Authority-
Brochure.pdf	
153	Ibid.	
154	Fraser,	B.		(2013).		‘A	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority.’		Shawnigan	Focus			June	20,	2013.		Accessed	
9	Jan	2015.		
http://www.shawniganfocus.ca/Vault/June%202013/A%20Shawnigan%20Basin%20Authority.
pdf		
155	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority.		(2013).		‘The	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority:		Q&A.		Accessed	16	
March	2015.		http://www.fraserforshawnigan.ca/Governance%20-
%20CVRD/Basin%20Authority%20Q&A.pdf		
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MANDATE156: 

The purpose of the Shawnigan Basin Authority is to lead development of ecological 
governance of the Shawnigan watershed. 

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES157: 

In order to achieve its mandate, the Shawnigan Basin Authority will implement the 
following: 

• Develop the concept and function of ecological governance of the Shawnigan 
Basin in collaboration with Malahat First Nation, the citizens of the basin, the 
Cowichan Valley Regional District, and the relevant federal and provincial 
regulatory agencies responsible for basin resources; 

• Work in collaboration with the Cowichan Watershed Board and other similar 
watershed stewardship organizations to achieve a suitable balance of local 
authority with the agencies of senior governments; 

• Collect and create publicly accessible summaries of all the existing 
geographically based information that characterizes the character, condition 
and the state of the Shawnigan Basin; 

• Initiate social, scientific, technical and traditional studies needed to provide 
additional information leading to a more complete understanding of the 
ecological dynamics and human uses of the basin; 

• Based on the social, scientific, technical and traditional information 
assembled, develop a Shawnigan Basin Plan that augments and 
complements the general prescriptions and policies of the Official Community 
Plan currently in force by providing criteria to guide environmental monitoring, 
development, conservation and restoration initiatives within the Shawnigan 
Basin; 

• Seek, manage and disburse funds to create and implement the provisions of 
the basin plan. 

FUNDING: 

Through an Alternative Approval Process158, the Cowichan Valley Regional District 
(CVRD) approved a financial contribution for the Shawnigan Basin Society located in 
Electoral Area B (Shawnigan Lake) in January 2014.  This earmarks $50,000 
annually or an amount equal to that raised via property value tax ($0.0323 per $1000 
of net taxable value of land and improvements within the service area)159.  The 
maximum cost to residential property owners with an assessed property value of 

                                                
156	Fraser,	B.		(2013).		‘A	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority.’		Shawnigan	Focus			June	20,	2013.		Accessed	
9	Jan	2015.		
http://www.shawniganfocus.ca/Vault/June%202013/A%20Shawnigan%20Basin%20Authority.
pdf		
157	Ibid	
158	Cowichan	Valley	Regional	District.		(2014).		‘Results	of	Alternative	Approval	Process	–	‘CVRD	
Bylaw	No	3737	–	Shawnigan	Basin	Society	Annaual	Financial	Contribution	Service	Establishment	
Bylaw,	2014.’	CVRD	Staff	Report.		http://cvrd.bc.ca/DocumentCenter/View/62053		
159	Cowichan	Valley	Regional	District	website.		(2013).		‘CVRD	Bylaw	No.	3737	–	Shawnigan	Basin	
Society	Annual	Financial	Contribution.’		http://www.cvrd.bc.ca/index.aspx?NID=1789		
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$100,000, for example, would be approximately $2.98 per annum.  These funds are 
intended to assist in the following activities:   

• Development of a watershed master plan; 
• Development of a basin data bank; 
• Implementation of watershed ecological and hydrological studies essential to 

the plan; 
• Ongoing public engagement; 
• Coordination of government agency activities in the watershed 
• Interface fire protection planning and fuel management programs in critical 

areas; and, 
• Local funding leverage for applications to outside foundations and 

government infrastructure programs.   
 
For	more	information	about	the	Shawnigan	Basin	Authority,	visit:		www.shawniganwater.org	
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3.6.5	 Shuswap	Watershed	Council		

BACKGROUND160: 
The Shuswap, in BC’s interior, is a highly desirable region, largely due to it’s mild 
climate, proximity to large centres, small-town charm, clean water, beautiful beaches, 
and tourism and lifestyle opportunities, which have made it one of the most popular 
lake destinations in the province. Through the 1990s, the Shuswap experienced a 
rapid development boom and concurrently, concerns were mounting about effects on 
water quality, fish habitat, recreation conflicts, and safety. 
 
These challenges were set against a complicated regulatory environment where 
public agencies from every order of government have legal jurisdiction over some 
aspect of the Shuswap water bodies and surrounding areas. There was interest 
among senior government agencies to bring land and water use planning and 
governance issues affecting the Shuswap watershed to a single table. The Shuswap 
Lake Integrated Planning Process (SLIPP) was subsequently launched with the 
collaboration and participation of 13 partners representing the four orders of 
government (Federal, Provincial, Local and First Nations), multiple public agencies 
and community groups.   
 
SLIPP had three areas of interest:  

1. Development that respects the environment as well as economic and social 
interests;  

2. Water quality that supports public and environmental health; and,  
3. Desirable recreation experiences that are safe and sustainable.   

 
In 2008 the SLIPP partners created a strategic plan to support these three goals and 
to improve communication and coordination among all agencies.  In 2011, local 
governments (Columbia Shuswap and Thompson-Nicola Regional Districts, the City 
of Salmon Arm, and the District of Sicamous) pledged $1 million to a three-year 
SLIPP pilot project to undertake implementation of the strategic plan from April 2011 
– March 2014. 
 
In 2013, as the SLIPP pilot project was nearing completion, the SLIPP Steering 
Committee voted unanimously to develop a successor program for Shuswap Lake 
that would focus on water quality and to some degree recreational safety; this would 
continue the benefits achieved by SLIPP on coordination, communication, public 
engagement and special projects relating to water quality. As SLIPP pilot project was 
wrapping up, the steering committee re-established itself as the Shuswap Watershed 
Council (SWC). 
 
The vision of the SWC is Enhanced water quality that supports human and 
ecosystem health and the local economy in the Shuswap watershed.  Currently, the 
work of the SWC is focussed on developing a long-term water quality and safe 
recreation program for the Shuswap. Concurrently, the Columbia Shuswap Regional 
District – a major partner in the SWC – is leading the development of a governance 
model and permanent, equitable funding model for the SWC. 
 

                                                
160	Shuswap	Watershed	Council.		(2014).		‘Shuswap	Watershed	Council	Terms	of	Reference.’		p.	1.	
Accessed	9	Jan	2015.		
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/_Library/TR/Shuswap_Watershed_Council_TOR_FINAL.pdf		
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The SWC has four objectives: 

1. Collaborate with all water quality monitoring partners and regulatory agencies 
to maintain and enhance the quality of water in the Shuswap 

2. Coordinate and report on water quality information in the Shuswap watershed 
3. Communicate with, inform and engage residents, visitors and the public and 

private sector 
4. From time to time, educate recreationists about safety on the water. 

 
SHUSWAP WATERSHED COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP161: 
 
The Shuswap Watershed Council is composed of 18 members as follows: 
 

Partner Representation 
City of Salmon Arm 1 member 
Columbia Shuswap Regional District 4 members (1 from each of Areas C, 

D, E, F) 
District of Sicamous 1 member 
North Okanagan Regional District  2 members 

Secwepemc Nation  2 members 

Okanagan Nation 1 member (yet to be filled) 

Thompson-Nicola Regional District 2 members  

BC Ministry of Environment  1 member 
BC Ministry of Agriculture  1 member 
Community  3 members 
 
Additional membership criteria include: 

• Members from regional and municipal governments must be elected officials 
• Representatives from the Columbia Shuswap Regional District (CSRD) are 

those directors representing Areas C, D, E, and F. 
• Other than the CSRD appointments, representatives from regional, First 

Nation, and municipal governments are recommended to the SWC at the 
discretion of their respective Council or Board and appointed by the CSRD. 

• Representatives from provincial agencies are recommended to the SWC by 
their respective agency, and appointed by the CSRD. 

• Community representatives are recommended to the SWC through a process 
of evaluation of expression of interest and appointed by the CSRD. 

 
 
MANDATE162: 
 
The Shuswap Watershed Council provides direction and representation to the 
implementation of its water quality and recreation safety education programs, 
as set out in the Shuswap Watershed Council: Water Quality Program & 

                                                
161	Shuswap	Watershed	Council.		(2014).		‘Shuswap	Watershed	Council	Terms	of	Reference.’		p.	2.	
Accessed	9	Jan	2015.		
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/_Library/TR/Shuswap_Watershed_Council_TOR_FINAL.pdf		
162	Fraser	Basin	Council.		(2014).		‘About	the	Shuswap	Watershed	Council.’		Accessed	9	Jan	2015.		
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/About_SWC.html		
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Recreation Safety Education Program in the Shuswap watershed for 2016 to 
2020. 
 
 
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES163: 
 
The role of the Shuswap Watershed Council is to: 

• Provide direction and oversight for the implementation of its programs 
• Increase collaboration of all relevant interests in the Shuswap watershed 
• Monitor risks and quality of program implementation, and provide course 

corrections as needed 
• Approve budgets and annual reports 
• Resolve conflicts as necessary 
• Receive and approve scientific and technical input, plans and budgets (as 

approprirate) from the Water Quality Monitoring Group for implementing the 
water quality program. 

 
 
FUNDING: 
 
Building on the partnerships and contributions to the Shuswap Lake Integrated 
Planning Process (SLIPP), funding for the Shuswap Watershed Council come from 
three sources: the Thompson-Nicola Regional District (TNRD), Columbia Shuswap 
Regional District (CSRD) and the City of Salmon Arm.  
 
In 2011, the Thompson-Nicola Regional District held an Alternate Approval Process 
(AAP) to determine whether a watershed service tax would be established for 
communities within the Shuswap watershed164 and the downstream Thompson River 
corridor.  The AAP was successful, earmarking $55,000 annually for activities 
relating to advancing sustainability of the Shuswap watershed and Thompson River.  
Though these funds relate to the activities of the Shuswap Watershed Council, 
funding is not guaranteed and the SWC needs to apply each year.  
 
In 2015, the Columbia Shuswap Regional District underwent a similar AAP process 
to determine whether a flat rate parcel tax would be estabslihed specifically for the 
activities of the Shuswap Watershed Council.  The decision passed, which allocates 
$180,000 annually for the CSRD’s Shuswap Watershed Council Service (Bylaw 
5705)  with only a 3.5% dissent rate (10% is required to defeat an AAP) including the 
communities of the District of Sicamous and Electoral Areas C, D, E and F.   
 
The City of Salmon Arm has earmarked $40,000 annually in their budget to fund the 
activities of the Shuswap Watershed Council.   
 
For more information on the Shuswap Watershed Council, visit: 
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/About_SWC.html  
  
 
 

                                                
163	Shuswap	Watershed	Council.		(2014).		‘Shuswap	Watershed	Council	Terms	of	Reference.’		p.	1.	
Accessed	9	Jan	2015.		
http://www.fraserbasin.bc.ca/_Library/TR/Shuswap_Watershed_Council_TOR_FINAL.pdf	
164	Communities	include	the	City	of	Kamloops,	Village	of	Ashcroft,	Village	of	Chase,	and	portions	
of	Electoral	Areas	of	I,	J,	L,	O	and	P.	
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