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BC Water Act Modernization
POLICY INPUT SUBMISSION

INTRODUCT ION
The District of Maple Ridge is pleased to be able to once again participate in the Water
Act Modernization process. The District of Maple Ridge has numerous watercourses of
significance that have been identified, protected, and enhanced by the District in its efforts
to comply with the objectives, regulations and policies of both senior agencies and our
community. The District shares some of its significant watercourses with the neighbouring
municipalities of Pitt Meadows and Mission, which currently have active water licenses.
Maple Ridge also has a number of aquifers that have been classified by the Province with a
high vulnerability status. There are considerable numbers of groundwater wells located in
Maple Ridge that are reliant on these aquifers, as well as many of our watercourses.
The importance of water resources to the community of Maple Ridge is reflected in the
significant body of work that has been undertaken by the District over numerous years,
elements of which have been recognized through provincial, national and regional awards.
The resources dedicated to the development of information, tools, and policies to protect
environmentally sensitive areas are significant. Examples of these include an award-winning
environmental mapping and community based information management system, and
streamside protection guidelines.
The District of Maple Ridge has a well known historical respect for and dependency on
the waterways that abound our community, to the point that local stewardship groups, such
as the Alouette River Management Society (ARMS), Kanaka Education and Environmental
Partnership Society (KEEPS), Alouette Valley Association (AVA), Silver Valley Association
(SVA), and the CEED Centre Society have thrived and attained notable reputations for
influence in the areas of stream protection and management. The District is pleased to both
philosophically and financially support these organizations. For this reason, members from
some of those organizations participated on our first submission and, once again, on the
committee that formulated this submission for the policy portion of the process.
We would like to compliment the WAM provincial team for their efforts in engaging
members of the Province in dialogue framed by the WAM Discussion Paper and this policy
proposal paper.
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Before we outline our position on the document’s policy positions, we would first like to
highlight two areas that we feel need to be addressed, the latter of which, we deem of
utmost importance to our community and the province as a whole:
1. the need for additional steps in the process prior to the Final Options to
Government step, and;
2. our District’s concern for the potential of future pressure to open our water
resources to market forces and privatization.
A discussion of these topics follows, after which we respectfully submit our input on the
policy document, which you will note continues along the same premise as our original
submission, where we have emphasized the importance of focusing on both quality and
quantity of water during the Water Act Modernization process.
Thank you in advance for the consideration of the following two points of concern, and
our submission in full.
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WAT ER ACT MODERNIZAT ION PROCESS
As we have stated before, we are grateful that the government has embarked on such a
consultative process for an important body of work. It makes sense to involve the public in
planning for the health and safety of their water, as water is vital to everyone’s life. In general
we believe the current wording and policies are moving in a positive direction.
However, the vagueness of the document, combined with some of the verbiage around
proposed regulatory changes, standards, funding, fee discussions, administrative and
governance roles, leaves much to interpretation and speculation on the part of the reader.
This was certainly the case at our committee table when discussing the policies, and so, it
was felt that not enough could be ascertained from the policy document in some of the
categories for us to fully comment on the contents.
While we recognize vagueness is common to policy statements and that the ―guts‖ of the
work will be defined through regulation, we feel that by relying on the feedback in this stage
of the process, based on such a vague document, the government will not have the
substantive feedback it needs to adequately formulate recommendations that could be
considered ―final options‖, as referenced in the next step of the process.
Members of our committee were involved in the process that created the Fish Act and
noted that much further discussion was required after this stage. Due to this knowledge,
coupled with our concern about being able to give useful feedback on such a vague
document, we are recommending additional steps in the process be added, prior to the Final
Options to Government step. We recognize that a timeline has been set by the government
and a commitment to adhere to such, but the continued engagement of the public, using
more extrapolated information, would provide the government with an end product that
would be more widely supported. We request that you consider additional steps to the
process.
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OPENING OU R WAT ER RE SOURCES TO MARKET FORCE S AND PRIVATIZATION
Our District believes that the health and well being of the province’s water resources are
intrinsically aligned with the health and safety of British Columbians and all else that rely on
our water systems. And as such, control of British Columbia’s water resources should never
be devolved from public control.
It is our view that the history of privatization of water resources in other jurisdictions has
not led to the kind of improvements that the District is seeking with respect to water
protection, ecological health, or balanced socio/economic uses of water resources. As noted
by Harvard researcher, Jordi Honey Roses, (2009) and other notable organizations in their
review of the current Water Act Modernization program—opening our limited water resources
to market forces will remove public control over conservation and distribution—and we agree
with this position.
It is our understanding that there have been no successful examples of trading schemes
for market driven systems for water resources, including surface water and groundwater. If
this document is allowing for those discussions to occur, it needs to be stated up front. The
outcomes of the policy statements may be very different in that case, and the public needs to
have an opportunity to respond accordingly.
Further, it is our view and experience that the limited resources that have presently been
available to the Ministry of Environment offices, as well as the federal jurisdictions integral to
the protection of our waterways, have been woefully under-resourced, leaving us without the
necessary services to fulfill the existing legislation, let alone an expanded scope of
responsibility. So it is with great concern to us that the expansion to regulating surface and
groundwater, which we support, will exacerbate the frustrations experienced by our
community in regards to the MOE’s present inability to adequately respond to incidents, or to
be proactive with prevention activities, which are important to our community.
In our view, the aforementioned limited fiscal and human resources, coupled with the
additional workload that is contained in the policy document; tradable water rights; and
proposed increased water management activities void of a clear connection to government
responsibility raises significant concerns with our District regarding the potential of the policy
document facilitating a need for future privatization of our water resources. This is an
outcome that we simply cannot accept.
Thank you for considering the previous two points. Following is our views and comments
as requested on the policy phase of the process.
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POLICY DIRECTION #1: PROT ECT STREAM HEALT H AND AQUATIC
ENVIRONM ENT
1. The District of Maple Ridge emphasizes that performance requirements such as
instream flow requirements will require regulations, codes or standards rather than
guidelines in order to successfully implement or enforce these types of measures. We
request that the policy position reflects this change prior to the next step in the process.
2. Before decisions are made around water rights or licenses for any particular surface
level water body including streams, wetlands, ditches, etc. or groundwater resources, the
province needs to ensure that these systems have been assessed and classified by qualified
environmental professionals.
3. The Provincial government needs to define and standardize what is an acceptable
range or level of stream health in terms of scientific standards. We believe this should
include variables such as stream flow, water quality, and riparian integrity to ensure these
components are included in the final decision making process to determine appropriate
water uses. Scientific standards set by the province will also address the sometimes
convoluted chain of responsibility, which sometimes complicates effective responses to
stream/habitat assaults. A clear redefinition of duties and responsibilities in agreement
between the Federal and Provincial governments as to who will take responsibility for the
health of our streams would also go a long way to continuous, uninterrupted streamlined
responsiveness.
4. Provincial incentives should be offered to municipalities and users where higher
standards are being proposed and implemented for water uses.
5. Water quality standards for all economic sectors must be included in the final
strategy, not just standards for efficiency and volumes. Training and education for various
stakeholders and economic sectors will be required to ensure implementation, as well as,
monitoring and administration of protective measures if all are to be achieved and effective.
Enforcement, education, and compliance measures by federal and provincial agencies will
also be necessary on this front. Permits, certification, and accountability will also be
essential for monitoring how the specific corporate and private sectors comply with these
standards.
6. Other provincial legislative pieces that are focused on resource management and
economic sectors will need to be altered to include integration of the Water Act, along with
other related environmental legislation that is being downloaded to municipalities, so that
economic sectors such as agriculture and mining are accountable with respect to water
quality and ecological health.
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7. Before the province embarks on comprehensive and expensive data collection
schemes, monitoring schemes, and management frameworks that involve complex
guidelines or practices, the basic cornerstones need to be put into place with respect to
clear, firm, and fair legislation that applies to all stakeholders across the province where
possible.

POLICY DIRECTION #2: CONSIDER WAT ER IN LA ND-USE DECISIONS
1. Building on our belief that clearly defined standards will assist all stakeholders in
ensuring water quality and quantity, we would like the Provincial Water Objectives to include
the creation of standards, so that all economic sectors, including agriculture, understand
what they must do in their day to day business practices to ensure that the interface between
land and water use—inputs and outputs—provide for healthy water flows.
2. The legislation and any regulation need to be clear that water rights are temporary
and that water is a public resource.
3. The use of science to determine actual impact of land use in regards to water health
must be an objective.
4. The objectives need to be inclusive of pro-active mechanisms such as, education and
outreach within communities, ongoing training and certification within economic sectors, and
technical assistance to municipal governments to encourage and promote better
management of watershed and water management practices.

POLICY DIRECTION #3: REGULATE GROUNDWAT ER USE
1. Generally we agree with the policy direction to regulate ground water extraction and
feel it should be inclusive of areas with chronic problems of contamination, supply, or where
there are significant ecological processes, species, and community resources at risk.
2. There is no provision of details on what the groundwater regulations might entail;
what the standards for various users and sectors will be; nor is there any detail on where the
funding is going to come from to carry out the recommendations within the modernization
program.
3. The current MoE has only been able to provide our municipality with limited
assistance from an enforcement perspective over the past decade with respect to both
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surface level ecosystems and groundwater management. While MoE staff have been
dedicated and helpful where possible, their effectiveness has been hampered due to
inadequate resources, weak legislation and staffing limitations.
4. Good data needs to drive decision making. Presently our experience has been that
provincial staff have limited human, financial and technical resources to carry out basic level
monitoring for surface level streams, so we have great concerns as to how the province is
planning on expanding its program to include groundwater resources.

POLICY DIRECTION #4: REGULATE DURING SCAR CIT Y
Overall we found this policy section going in the right direction and are in agreement with
the language that is presented, even though we felt the language could be stronger.
However, we believe that the next phase would afford us a better opportunity to have a fuller
understand of the full intent of the proposed policy direction.

POLICY DIRECTION #5: IMPROVE SECURIT Y, WAT ER USE EFFICIENCY, AND
CONSERVATION.
1. Overall we found it hard to be able to give constructive feedback on this section
without fuller understanding, which we believe can only be achieved once the actual
regulations are teased out for each of the three policy headings in this section, which
reinforces our position that further public feedback prior to the ―Final Options to
Government‖ step is required.
2. We feel that there is merit in researching fee-based funding structures, especially
those that presently operate within the European Union in order to provide a model that will
assist with the costs associated with the scope of proposals being made within the policy
document.

POLICY DIRECTION #6: MEASURE AND REPORT
We believe that this policy direction is going in the right direction and would like the
opportunity to respond to the expanded information prior to the ―Final Options to
Government‖ step, as defined in our opening statements.
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POLICY DIRECTION #7: ENABLE A RANGE OF GOVERNANCE APPROACHES
The District of Maple Ridge believes strongly in the principle of collaboration and in the
strength of involving stakeholders in events and activities that affect them. We believe with
the network of community and environmental stewardship organizations and associations in
our community that we are extremely well positioned to take on some leadership roles and
responsibilities that are alluded to in this policy section. However, this policy paper is very
vague as to the extent of what these roles may be and who would be responsible for the
associated costs. It is for these reasons we feel strongly that until more substantive direction
and clarity is provided, it is impossible for us to agree to any part of this particular policy
direction.
We would also like to take the opportunity to restate one of our original positions in the
previous submission, whereby we stress that many of the areas of concern with the existing
Water Act is a result of the dependency on the use and effectiveness of other pieces of
legislation, such as the Environmental Management Act, Forest and Range Practices Act,
Environmental Assessment Act, Fish Protection Act (which we don’t believe has been
effectively in use), Local Government Act and the Public Health Act, as well as the federal
level which encompasses the Fisheries Act. Without adequate staffing levels; improved
communication between all responsible parties; and improved methods of data collection
and management to better carry out the defined work of all such Acts, any improvements to
the Water Act will result in the same outcomes that have been experienced to date, thus
negating the point of this review.

FINAL COMMENT S
The Water Act Modernization process has been taken very seriously by the District of
Maple Ridge and the many organizations and associations within our community who have
made it their commitment to protect our water systems and surrounding ecosystems. In
general, the overwhelming input into the process from across the province is a testament to
people’s willingness to participate, when given the opportunity, in work that is important to
their future. The government should be proud for having embarked on this and we trust that
your intentions have been forthright. It is for this reason that we requested at the beginning
of our submission that the government expand the process to include additional steps that
will provide further clarity and direction on the regulations that may accompany the policy
direction in this document, prior to the ―Final Options to Government‖ step; and we hope that
the government will agree.
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