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INTRODUCTION
In 2012, the Oldman Watershed Council initiated the Headwaters Action Plan process to maintain 
and protect the headwaters and source waters in the Oldman watershed. This is one of eight 
important goals of the Oldman Integrated Watershed Management Plan - a key task under 
Water For Life: Alberta’s Strategy for Sustainability.1

The Headwaters Action Plan 2013-14 was developed in 2012-13, and went through a public 
review in November 2013. This report provides an outline of what we heard from the public 
about the plan, and suggestions for improvement and stewardship action priorities.

1 Water for Life: Alberta’s Strategy for Sustainability. www.waterforlife.alberta.ca



BACKGROUND 

The Headwaters Action Plan 2013-14 (HAP) process moved through several steps 
to develop the first iteration of the plan:

1. scientific assessment of headwaters health: what and where the pressures 
and risks are to headwaters health (Oldman Headwaters Indicators Project)

2. hearing what the public has to say about headwaters health and stewardship 
needs (Source to Tap Community Meetings: 17 meetings in 9 communities)

3. engagement of key stakeholders (Partnership Advisory Network; PAN) 
who have capacity and commitment to work for headwaters health

4. a review of other initiatives related to the headwaters to consider their 
outcomes in the Headwaters Action Plan process.

Through a series of meetings and workshops through 2012-13, the planning process 
integrated science, local knowledge, and community and stakeholder perspectives 
for consideration by the Partnership Advisory Network in the development of the 
first iteration of the HAP.

In early October 2013, the PAN worked through a consensus process to reach agree-
ment on targets (desired outcomes), recommendations to decision-makers, and 
stewardship action needed to begin to address issues and concerns related to head-
waters health.

Although the Oldman Headwaters Indicators Report outlined 25 potential indica-
tors that measure condition or pressures to headwaters health, data availability from 
Government of Alberta sources and a priority ranking by the PAN group focused 
initially on three important indicators of headwaters health:

1. presence and abundance of fish - especially native fish populations (an 
indicator of biodiversity and watershed integrity)

2. density of linear features (cumulative disturbance of roads, seismic lines, 
pipelines, power-lines, railroads, cut-lines, off-road vehicle trails across each 
sub-watershed in the headwaters area)

3. aquatic invasive species (AIS; zebra mussels; quagga mussels and Eurasian 
water milfoil - all are classified as  major threats to aquatic ecosystem health 
that we need to keep out of Alberta).

While these three indicators are included in the first iteration of the Headwaters Ac-
tion Plan, future data collection and new priority concerns will, over time, address 
other indicators of headwaters health. The public review of the HAP 2013-14 con-
centrated on the outcomes of the plan related to these three indicators of headwa-
ters health.
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PUBLIC REVIEW of the HEADWATERS ACTION PLAN 2013-14
The Draft Headwaters Action Plan was shared with the public for review in November 2013. The Oldman Watershed Council hosted five community meetings and a 
website survey to gather input and suggestions from the public at large.

Headwaters Action Plan meetings were held in:
1. Cardson     Nov 13, 2013  14 participants; 2 children
2. Springpoint Hall    Nov 18, 2013  36 participants
3. Nanton     Nov 19, 2013  10 participants
4. Cowley     Nov 20, 2013  37 participants
5. Lethbridge    Nov 21, 2013  34 participants
6. Online survey for the greater watershed    9 participants
                    Total participants: 140 adults, 2 children = 143

The Draft Headwaters Action Plan was also presented for review and feedback at local service club meetings and to participants at the Foothills Restoration Forum 
annual meeting in Claresholm. Approximately 140 additional people were informed of the plan through these venues.

Engagement with First Nations was initiated in early 2013, followed by a “Protect Our Water” meeting co-hosted with Piikani Traditional Knowledge Services on 
January 23, 2014. Listening and learning about the Piikani Nation and Kainai First Nations concerns related to water, the watershed and the headwaters is an important 
focus of the OWC and the Headwaters Action Plan process in 2014. With interest and suggestions generated in the first preliminary meetings, the OWC welcomes 
First Nations to voice their concerns and initiate watershed stewardship actions into successive iterations of the Headwaters Action Plan.

Community input was compiled and key themes of public comment on the Headwaters Action Plan are included in a summary of public input. This information was 
integrated into the work of the OWC and the Partnership Advisory Network to improve and set priorities for implementation of the plan.
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SUMMARY:  INDICATOR 1
Density of Linear Features

Workshop participants expressed support for the actions and recommendations 
to decision-makers around this indicator. The feedback provided many sugges-
tions for strengthening and implementing both the actions and recommenda-
tions. There was some cynicism expressed around lowering linear feature density 
or even holding the line at no net increase. It was felt that there seems to be 
little political will to deal with existing pressures, and with increasing growth these 
targets become even more unrealistic. Others were very pleased to see that the 
plan was ambitious in its targets and felt that it demonstrated leadership that is 
crucial at this time. It was felt to be very important for the OWC to have meaning-
ful input into the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP) to strengthen water 
security.3

The feedback from the workshops fell into five broad categories. A summary of 
each category follows:

1.1 Management of linear density
1.2 Management of recreation
1.3 Fees, user pay, licensing, and enforcement
1.4 Education
1.5 Best management practices

1.1 MANAGEMENT OF LINEAR DENSITY

Participants had a good understanding of the concept of linear features and were 
supportive of measures to deal with them. They cited the recent flooding as a 
demonstration of how linear disturbances facilitate excessive sedimentation in 
streams.

There was broad support for classification of linear features (Indicator: Density 
of Linear Features; Target 2, Action 1). However the discrepancy between the 
Headwaters Action Plan’s Classification Project timeline and the SSRP timeline 
was pointed out. It was felt that OWC should challenge the SSRP to change their 
timeline to fit with the HAP.

It was suggested that there be consideration of the water-holding capacity of 
various soils impacted by linear disturbance, as the problem may be a combi-
nation of the disturbance and the soil characteristics. It was felt that including a 
soil component would create more holistic approach to the classification project. 
Participants wanted assurance that all linear features would be included in the 
classification project - especially transmission lines. They also pointed out that 
some linear features are growing back on their own and that a chronological com-
ponent be included in the classification.

The Livingston Landowners Group (LLG) is working to identify ecologically sensi-
tive riparian areas and it is their suggestion that people should be kept out of 
these areas. Some activity in riparian areas might be appropriate if it is a tradi-
tional use.

Reclamation and restoration of linear features was a common concern.  Linear 
density limits based on ecological thresholds was identified as a parameter for 
decision making re: reclamation. Riparian areas4 should be high priority reclama-
tion areas and the Upper Lost Creek riparian was cited as a possible test site. 
Others thought reclamation should occur on trails that are of little value for rec-
reation and that better trails elsewhere could replace these. It was suggested that 
industry should be required to reclaim twice the amount of linear disturbance 
created in a project.

Multi-use trails that would combine all users (industry and recreation) were pro-
posed as another linear density management tool. For example, off-highway ve-
hicles (OHVs) might use an area for a time, then the timber could be harvested 
and then the area could rest. Areas would be rotated using this cycle. This could 
result in lowering the linear density.  It was felt that users have to learn to get along 
with each other for the sake of the environment, and trail development decisions 
should not be made simply to avoid conflict. 

3 South Saskatchewan Regional Plan:  https://landuse.alberta.ca/REGIONALPLANS/
SOUTHSASKATCHEWANREGION/Pages/default.aspx

4 Riparian areas are the lands adjacent to streams, rivers, lakes and wetlands, where the 
vegetation and soils are strongly influenced by the presence of water. See: http://www.
cowsandfish.org/riparian/riparian.html
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1.2 RECREATION MANAGEMENT

The concept of ‘no-go zones’ was expressed on numerous occasions, especially 
in critical watersheds. Participants felt that we cannot do everything, everywhere, 
all the time - especially in the headwaters. This may mean more parks that are off 
limits to motorized recreation. Alternative areas for OHVs will have to be found 
as long as the problem is not simply displaced to somewhere else. There is fear 
that the problem will be shifted to the municipalities and their road allowances. 
Sacrifice areas were not approved of as a management tool. Maycroft Road was 
identified as a sacrifice area and it is now an ‘ecological disaster’.

Another suggestion was to manage OHV recreation similarly to hunting, includ-
ing tools such as applications and draws, seasonal access, and strict limits based 
on scientific thresholds. Other participants felt an ‘all or nothing’ approach to all 
recreationists was not helpful when only a small percentage of users create the 
problem.

It was felt that limits should be placed on recreational use, even on ‘low-impact’ 
recreation. The West Coast Trail in B.C. was cited as an example of this.

There were suggestions that recreation areas be managed in a fashion similar to 
rotational grazing. Rest and rotation should be employed so that areas would be 
closed for a period of time and reopened when they had recovered.

Some participants felt that random camping should not be allowed while others 
felt it was possible to manage random camping.

Other suggestions were:
•	 create	a	“pilot	area”	and	require	“sign	in”	and	enforce	this
•	 put	Forest	Guardians	in	the	Castle	area	(seasonal	Environment	and	Sustain-

able Resource Development (ESRD) staff with authority to address regula-
tory transgressions)

•	 provide	bathroom	facilities	adjacent	to	trails.

1.3 FEES, USER PAY, LICENSING and ENFORCEMENT

Broad support for fees and licensing was expressed as long as the funds go to-
wards enforcement, stewardship and education. There was some mistrust of gov-
ernment use of the funds unless it was clear that it would go towards enforce-
ment, stewardship and education. At the present time some users pay while 
others do not. Grazers paying for forestry grazing allotments were cited as being 
accountable for the health of their disposition while recreationalists don’t pay 
and have no accountability. This was seen as inherently unfair and unsustainable. 
A fee structure should be fair and reflect the amount of linear disturbance cre-
ated by the user. Market based instruments should be utilized and a valuation 
of the ecological good and services should occur. A fair and equitable User-Pay 
system could then be employed. Campgrounds charge a fee yet random camp-
ing is free - this was baffling to many participants as random camping enjoys the 
use of the ecological goods and services (EG&S) for free, and very often this goes 
beyond use to abuse and ecological destruction.

It was also felt that a valuation of the EG&S should not differentiate between the 
Green Zone and the White Zone.

The concept of eminent domain5 was not seen as fair to those living and working 
on the land. Transmission lines were cited as an example of this. Government of 
Alberta approval of transmission lines, pipelines and mining and all the roads that 
these create adds to the problem of linear density. Those on the land are left to deal 
with the problems created by the increase in linear features these projects create.

There was an overwhelming expression of the need for enforcement and that 
decreasing linear density features could not occur without this. More “boots on 
the ground” that have real authority was brought up continually. It was felt that 
enforcement was more important than education. All users must have limits and 
these limits must be enforced. Publicizing vehicle seizures and fines was seen as a 
tool for enforcement as people learn through example. Some participants won-
dered whether the old system of forest rangers could be reinstituted as they had 
real authority.

It was felt that the forest industry must be made accountable for reclamation and 
the adoption of best management practices. It was also expressed that reclamation 
sites may have to be closed and strict enforcement of this will be necessary. It is of-
ten the case that secondary degradation is a result of OHVs on logging trails, some 
of which are decommissioned. Closing these also requires strict enforcement.

There are American models for implementation of designated trails with fees and 
permits which provide funds for enforcement and stewardship.
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is called eminent domain or condemnation. When property is taken, the owner has a 
statute based right to receive just compensation. See: http://justice.alberta.ca/programs_
services/about_us/prao/assets/Expropriation-Other-Takings_2013_07_18.pdf



1.4 EDUCATION

Education was identified as being crucial to limiting or decreasing linear density. 
Moderate to high pressure from linear density affects 77% of the headwaters - and 
it was felt that this level of disturbance must be communicated to the public. The 
following existing partners or potential partners in education were discussed.

•	 non-profit	organizations
•	 forestry	industry
•	 grazing	industry
•	 recreational	vehicle	manufacturers
•	 oil	and	gas
•	 land	trusts

•	 Environment	and	Sustainable
 Resource Development
•	 irrigation	districts
•	 Alberta	Transportation
•	 municipalities
•	 educational	institutions

It was recognized that education and stewardship is being done by some user 
groups such as the Crowsnest Pass Quad Squad and Grazing Associations. Cows 
and Fish (Alberta Riparian Health Management Society) has played a vital role as 
an educator. Watershed Stewardship Groups have also played an important part 
in education. These excellent efforts, however, may not be reaching the neces-
sary target audiences for the purpose of limiting or decreasing linear density.

Urbanites and youth were seen as target audiences for education. The use of trail 
cams would be an excellent means of providing educational content.

The ‘Adopt a Watershed’ program was viewed as a way of reaching a broad audi-
ence from school students to recreationalists to industry. Initially the program would 
focus on schools and youth but the program could easily be broadened to other 
sectors so that stewardship stories could be shared by a broad range of citizens.

It was felt that manufacturers and retailers of recreational vehicles should be 
required to play a part in educating their customers. Advertising from the rec-
reational industry should reflect responsible use. One idea put forward was to 
have the recreation industry utilize social media to alert users of closed trails and 
camping areas.

Citizen science was also seen as a valuable education tool. There is a need to de-
velop standardized citizen science data collection protocols similar to the Cows 
and Fish Riparian Health Assessment. It was felt that training citizens to do moni-
toring would help fill a present gap in the provinces monitoring system.

There was some expression of a need to promote non-motorized recreation and 
provide youth with experiences in these types of recreation. Providing such ex-
periences prior to an age when it is legal to purchase OHV may be helpful in 
limiting the adverse impacts of this form of recreation.

1.5 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

There was acknowledgement that forestry practices are improving but that 
there needs to be more science to support the application of best management 
practices. Clear cutting was seen as problematic. Forestry practices that lead to 
stream channelization and sedimentation were viewed as negative. Forest thin-
ning was seen as a better alternative. Species diversification in reforested areas 
was seen as important.

Grazing practices were also cited as often needing improvement. A small increase 
in range health can help increase the water capturing and retention capacity of 
the land.

There was some discussion on the value of trees versus grass, with grass seen as 
having greater water capturing and retention ability.

Riparian setbacks were seen as important for everyone who works near our wa-
tercourses. This included developers on private land. Use of the report “Step-
ping Back from the Water”6 to conserve riparian health was cited as a good refer-
ence for this.

Limiting rural residential and urban sprawl was seen as ways that municipalities 
could help limit linear features. It was felt that there needs to be municipal focus 
and intent to preserve precious landscapes. Municipalities must also have suf-
ficient funds to reward conservation.

6 Stepping Back From the Water: http://environment.gov.ab.ca/info/library/8554.pdf
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Feedback around ‘Presence and abundance of fish, especially native popula-
tions’ fell into the following seven categories:

2.1 Support or lack of support for the indicator
2.2 The need for public involvement, education and outreach
2.3 Land and water management
2.4 First Nations concerns
2.5 Governance
2.6 Regulations and accountability
2.7 Data gap

SUMMARY:  INDICATOR 2
Presence and abundance of fish, especially native populations

There was broad support for the recommendations to decision-makers for both 
Target 1 and 2. It was felt to be very important that the recommendation for 
this indicator be submitted for careful consideration in the South Saskatchewan 
Regional Plan.

Support for the actions around ‘Presence and abundance of fish, especially native 
populations’ was tempered by participants who expressed some confusion and 
concern about this indicator as a means of determining the health of the head-
waters. This expression may have been due to a lack of understanding about how 
land-use impacts influence fish populations and critical habitat, and that declining 
numbers of fish species at risk (westslope cutthroat trout; bull trout) are important 
indicators of biodiversity and watershed health. Questions were also raised about 
linking water quality too closely to fish species persistence. While sedimentation 
in streams is a key water quality concern in the headwaters, the complexity of vari-
ables affecting fish species at risk cannot be attributed to water quality alone.



2.2 THE NEED FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, EDUCATION and 
OUTREACH

Participants voiced a strong need for education and outreach. Financial support 
for public involvement and education/outreach should come from both the 
public and private sector since the Oldman headwaters are seen as crucial in 
southern Alberta. Funds collected from recreational fees were cited as a means 
of helping to pay for such programs. Municipalities throughout the watershed 
were viewed as natural partners for public involvement. It was thought that the 
development of a program that makes a link between healthy fish populations 
and headwaters health (including water quality) was necessary. Any education 
or outreach program must respect local knowledge, including traditional knowl-
edge of First Nations.

Frustration and annoyance was voiced at attitudes of entitlement which lo-
cals have witnessed by non-local recreationalists. Programs which endeavor to 
change this attitude of entitlement might be strengthened if the government 
adopted the use of the term “Crown Lands” rather than “Public Lands.” It was 
suggested that if people had to ‘pay to play’ they might be more respectful of 
the land and water.

Creating an ‘Adopt a Watershed’ program was seen as a good idea which would 
provide public involvement and educational opportunities. All users of the wa-
tershed in the headwaters or downstream in irrigation districts could become 
involved in such a program. Educational institutions, recreational user groups, 
non-profit organizations, community groups and businesses large and small 
could be approached to become involved.

Other ideas participants brought up were:
•	 educational	institutions	at	all	 levels	should	be	partners.	The	headwaters	

of the Oldman may be an attractive study area for post-secondary institu-
tions world-wide

•	 valuation	of	 the	ecological	goods	and	services	of	 the	watershed	would	
provide statistics which the public could relate to

•	 fish	 identification	 courses	 should	be	provided	 so	 that	people	become	
aware of invasive species

•	 use	of	social	media	and	cell	phone	applications	that	provide	angling	regu-
lations and road closures would be helpful.

2.1 SUPPORT or LACK OF SUPPORT FOR THE INDICATOR

Supporters of this indicator saw it as a logical place to start as a lot of work has 
already been done in this area of study. It was felt that the public would identify 
with native fish species. There was support for including Mountain Whitefish 
in the list of native species to be considered as well as the reintroduction of 
beavers into the headwaters, but not downstream into the agricultural area of 
the watershed.

Questions about this indicator focused on other variables that were seen to be 
better measures of water quality, or would provide a more holistic approach. 
Benthic macro-invertebrates were cited as being a stronger indicator of water 
quality (note: data for this indicator is not available at this time). The correlation 
between riparian and land health was seen as a more broad, holistic way to view 
headwaters health.

Other comments on the use of this indicator pointed out factors thought to be 
important:

•	 sedimentation	loads	in	spawning	areas	should	be	considered
•	 viewing	headwaters	health	 from	an	ecological	 services	perspective	was	

seen to be a possible alternative. Ecosystem services are the same for na-
tive fish as for introduced species such as rainbow trout. All cold-water 
fish habitat should be looked at

•	 factors	such	as	possible	disease	infestations	(Whirling	Disease	in	USA)	or	
hybridization also need to be considered when looking at declining na-
tive fish populations. Some participants wondered whether it is accept-
able for some rivers not to have native species. They don’t want to aban-
don these streams

•	 concern	was	 expressed	over	displacement	of	 recreational	 abuse	prob-
lems if we close some areas to save the westslope cutthroat trout.
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2.3 LAND and WATER MANAGEMENT

Some participants thought the action plan should focus on land use and not fish-
eries issues. Concern was expressed about the increasing linear features density 
caused by all users of the headwaters. It was felt that examination of cumula-
tive impacts must look at all aspects of what is happening on the land. Natural 
and anthropogenic processes should be considered. Management of natural 
processes such as fire should be examined along with the effects of industrial 
practices. The Carbondale watershed has logging impacts and thus provides 
an ideal opportunity for restoration.  The South Castle area is still pristine and 
provides an opportunity for protection. Stipulations on angling licenses would 
help to curtail over-fishing and access. It was suggested that closure of streams 
to angling may not be the answer and that we should first consider decreasing 
land-use pressures on fish and their habitat.

A majority of participants saw uncontrolled linear disturbance, either used or 
created by recreational users as a very big issue in need of immediate attention. 
Although it may be a minority of recreationalists who are problematic, many 
participants voiced dismay at the impacts caused by off-highway vehicles and 
random camping. Access management and enforcement were seen as crucial. 
Enforcement of ‘no-go zones’ such as decommissioned and reclaimed forestry 
roads and other areas requiring rest, and where access results in sedimentation 
in streams was seen as necessary. It was suggested that recreation vehicle manu-
facturers should be required to pay a fee to support education and enforce-
ment. Some participants even suggested that the manufacturers should pay for 
reclamation.

Utility corridors were suggested as a means to minimize industrial disturbance. 
Minimizing the number of road/trails would also reduce disturbance impacts 
by recreational users. Concern was expressed, however, that limiting access in 
one area may push recreational users to another area. This happened at Indian 
Graves and the Maycroft Road, and the resulting impacts are of great concern.

Inclusion of the municipalities in the action plan process was seen as critical when 
discussing linear density impacts on fish. Municipal planning could provide a 
strong means of minimizing linear density. All municipalities in the watershed 
should examine how they can help lower linear density through their planning 
regulations.  Flood plain development should not be allowed.

Best management practices should be adopted by all industry including ranch-
ing and farming, even on private lands. Off-stream watering of cattle should be 
required. There should be a review of riparian setbacks by the forest industry 

in relation to species protection and sedimentation of streams. It was suggested 
that if Government of Alberta and the forest industry realigned their goals so 
that watershed protection was their number one priority better management 
practices would result.

River management was discussed especially in light of the 2013 floods. Some 
participants questioned the practice of channelization. It was also noted that 
many bioengineering sites disappeared as a result of the floods.

Questions were raised about the impact of the floods:
•	 how	were	the	fish	and	beaver	affected?
•	 how	much	sedimentation	occurred?
•	 were	beaver	dams	washed	away?	What	happened	to	the	fish	that	were	in	

those	dams?
•	 what	was	the	damage	to	the	riparian	areas?	How	long	will	it	take	for	ripar-

ian	areas	to	rejuvenate?
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2.5 GOVERNANCE

Participants voiced a strong need to involve the municipal councils and to im-
prove citizen consultation in dealing with land /watershed issues. There was a 
positive view of the Watershed Planning and Advisory Councils (WPACs) and 
the guidance they provide, but fear that support for WPACs is limited. There 
were also concerns that downloading to the municipalities without adequate 
support might occur.

A degree of mistrust exists due to the SSRP and property rights. There is a 
need for clarification of protected areas and the biodiversity management 
framework. The Milk River and Cardston areas were cited as in need of greater 
consultation. It was felt that there was diminishing political influence by local 
people, and the diversity of influence was limited. One participant stated, “The 
stewards and those on the land have very little voice as compared with corpora-
tions like Alta Link.” Local knowledge was seen as crucial to supporting actions 
going forward.

Inclusion of Montana in any watershed planning in the Oldman is necessary. 
This is especially important when dealing with invasive species. We can learn 
from lessons learned in Montana. There should be sharing of information and 
studies between Alberta and Montana, especially with concerns related to the 
Waterton, Belly and St. Mary’s rivers. It is also important that Alberta work with 
British Columbia, especially in regards to signage.

2.4 FIRST NATIONS

Piikani and Kainai Traditional Lands and Reserve Lands are in the Oldman wa-
tershed. The area in question is of great historical and cultural significance to 
the Piikani and Kainai, “It is Napi’s playground.” The area is also important for 
gathering ceremonial plants and medicines. First Nations input stressed that all 
beings are connected and therefore it is important to look after the lands and 
waters they live in. Fish should be looked after and the beaver should be re-
introduced. Participants commented that after 600 years colonizers are starting 
to view Mother Earth as First Nations People do.

The protocol for consultation with First Nations requires going to Chief and 
Council who then go to the Elders. Piikani workshop participants expressed that 
they have always taken the initiative to be involved in issues of the watershed. 
Piikani participants felt that there has been a lack of consultation on the part of 
government.

First Nations’ Reserve Lands are a federal issue but provincial initiatives must 
involve consultation of First Nations who are affected. It was also expressed that 
the SSRP process should have integrated the traditional lands of the Suffield 
military base. These lands fall under federal jurisdiction.

The Kainai now has the Kainai Ecosystem Protection Agency. It is important that 
an effective relationship be established with this new agency.
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2.7 SCIENCE DATA GAPS

The main data gap identified by participants was the lack of water quality data. 
It was felt that examination of populations of benthic macro-invertebrates was 
a more accurate means of determining water quality. This need for more robust 
water quality data should be expressed in the SSRP.

It was also seen as necessary to study the relationship between land health and 
water quality. Groundwater should also be studied in relation to surface water.

There were many questions about beaver and re-introducing them into the 
headwaters.	Why	do	we	need	to	reintroduce	them?	Where	did	they	go?	How	
would	beavers	improve	habitat?	What	would	the	benefits	be?	What	would	the	
problems	be?	Downstream	of	 the	 headwaters,	 beaver	 are	 considered	pests.	
Would	we	be	able	to	keep	them	in	the	headwaters?

There were also questions specific to issues participants are witnessing, such as al-
gae blooms on Lee Lake and fewer fish in the Little Bow and in North York Creek. 
Some participants were wary of reintroduction of fish species until we under-
stand why populations are declining. It was also asked whether there are “carrying 
capacities”	for	various	fish	species.	Do	we	have	target	population	numbers?

Utilizing citizen science was suggested as a means of helping to bridge present 
data gaps. NGOs and students could be trained in standardized data collection 
protocols.

2.6 REGULATIONS and ACCOUNTABILITY

The recommendations to deal with linear feature density were strongly en-
dorsed. The need for policing was viewed as critical if density targets are to 
be achieved. Access management plans for all of the eastern slopes were seen 
as an immediate need. Access management plans must not shift the problem 
from one area to another; all plans must be activated at the same time to avoid 
displacing problems to another area. Frustration was expressed at the lack of 
regulations and accountability for what is happening in the watershed. A license 
program for OHV and random camping with the funds collected going to en-
forcement was seen as a logical way to help deal with abuse. It was suggested 
that this is already done for hunting and fishing so it should not be difficult to 
include other recreational activities as well. One participant observed that ran-
dom camping is rampant while campgrounds are empty.

It was suggested that a group outside or at arm’s length of government manage 
the funds from recreational fees and that the monies go to education, enforce-
ment, monitoring and restoration. It was also suggested that a return to the old 
system of having Wardens with enforcement authority would be helpful.

To address the random camping problem, one idea was to have recreation 
groups purchase a ‘Recreation Management Disposition’. Members of the group 
would be assured of a camp spot and it was felt that a sense of ownership would 
foster better stewardship.

Fishing licenses with clear stipulations to control access and over-fishing are 
needed.

Other areas of concern expressed were:
•	 development	too	close	to	water	bodies.	Set-backs	should	be	enforced
•	 clarification	and	amending	of	the	fisheries	regulations	to	include	specific	

examples of stress and harm to fish
•	 perhaps	we	need	to	increase	angling	of	invasive	species
•	 government	cutbacks	have	resulted	in	lack	of	support	to	deal	with	inva-

sive weeds - the seeds of which are often carried in water
•	 road	permitting	and	reclamation,	especially	by	the	forest	industry.
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SUMMARY:  INDICATOR 3
Aquatic Invasive Species

There was strong support for the proposed actions to stop the three listed 
aquatic invasive species (zebra mussels; quagga mussels and Eurasian water 
milfoil) from entering Alberta. Some participants were unaware of the threat 
posed by these invasive species. After learning of the extent of damage they can 
do, it was felt that a proactive, preventative program should be supported.

Education was seen as key to such a program. Educational materials should be 
provided when purchasing fishing licenses, boating licenses or camping per-
mits, even in privately run campgrounds. Television and signage should also be 
employed.

Regulations, enforcement and inspection were also recommended to deal with 
this threat. Felt boots used by anglers should not be allowed in streams, and 
boats should be inspected. A program of lake/reservoir inspections should be 
implemented immediately.

It was suggested that the irrigators, the irrigation industry and the recreation 
industry should help pay for a prevention program.
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CONCLUSION
The Headwaters Action Plan 2013-14 is committed to implementing actions that 
address key risks to headwaters health, and depends on the collaborative strength 
and commitment of key stakeholders, the public and the OWC to make it happen.

Feedback from the public review and website survey of the plan have provided 
key themes of input and highlighted priorities for consideration of the OWC, 
Partnership Advisory Network, and the Government of Alberta.

1. Linear features density targets, actions and recommendations are supported 
and suggestions for strengthening these actions were offered. Concern was 
raised that there would not be political will to address this risk to headwaters 
health in a timely way.

2. Actions and recommendations for addressing the indicator ‘presence and 
abundance of fish - especially native populations’ were generally supported. 
Questions about use of native fish as an indicator of water quality were ques-
tioned. This may need further education to link land-use impacts to native fish 
species at risk populations. Need for inclusion of naturalized fish (i.e.: rainbow 
trout)7 as well as native fish was strongly suggested.

3. Actions and recommendations to keep aquatic invasive species out of Alberta 
is supported. It was felt that all invasive species (aquatic and terrestrial) are 
requiring focused attention as they are currently having substantial impacts on 
headwaters health.

4. Alignment and timing between the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan and im-
plementation Headwaters Action Plan 2013-14 needs to be addressed soon. 
Policy and regulatory oversight are needed for success of the plan.

5. Recreation management in relationship to headwaters health is a critical need. 
Several suggestions for how to accomplish this task are provided. User fees, 
licencing and enforcement are key elements to consider in recreation manage-
ment planning.

6. Access management must include cumulative impacts on headwaters health and 
address best management practices for industry and within municipal planning.

7. Working with municipalities is seen as key to the Headwaters Action Plan.

8. Education is a critical need. Understanding pressures and risks to headwaters 
health must be communicated to the public, and actions to maintain and protect 
headwaters health supported through awareness and education programming.

9. Engaging First Nations is needed. Inclusion of traditional and local knowledge 
is important for education and community buy-in to the plan.

7 Rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss).
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