
                                                                       EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

                                                      November 24, 2016 
                                              Badlands Community Facility 

  
                                                                            10:30 – 11:45 – (Lunch will be arranged)           

 
 

1. Call to Order: 
 

2. Agenda  
 

2.1. Additions 
2.2. Approval  

 
3. Minutes: 

3.1. Review minutes from September 15, 2016 
3.2. Business arising from minutes of September 15, 2016 

 
4. Financial: to October 31, 2016 (Attached) 
 
5. Water Quality Action Plan  

5.1. “Primer” presented by Bill Shaw, BPS Consulting 
 

6. New Business 
6.1. Meeting with MLAs within the Red Deer River Basin.  (meeting set up by RDRWA and 

will take place November 25, 2016 – RDRWA Office Red Deer) 
6.2. Discuss any “ASKS”  

 
7. Executive Director Report: 

7.1. Update re meeting: South Saskatchewan River Basin Water Management Plan Year 
Review (draft documents attached). 

7.2. Update response of RDRMUG Members letters of support re Drumheller/Sundre flood 
mitigation issues. 
  

8. Additions 
 

9. Next Meeting: Call of the Co-Chairs 
 
10. Adjournment 

 
 

 
 

       



 

 

RDRMUG EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE              
Meeting Minutes September 15, 2016                                            

 
 

1. Call to Order:  10:30am by Co-Chair Bota 
 
Attendance: P. Churchill, B. Shepherd, J. Bota, A. Campbell, T. Leslie, R. Reckseidler, G. 
Campion, D. Wyntjes, B. Shaw, A.M. Phillipsen, T. Yemen,  K. Ryder. M. Thompson (Observer) 

 
Regrets: S. Grudecki 

 
2. Agenda:  Approved as with addition of 8a (Councillor Campion):  A.M. Phillipsen   

  Carried 
 

 
3. Minutes:  From June 16, 2016 

 Motion to accept as presented:  A. Campbell    Carried 
 
 Business arising from minutes:  No business arising from June 16, 2016 minutes. 

 
4. Financial: 

Financial Information to August 31, 2016 
Motion to accept for information: R. Reckseidler   Carried 

 
 

5. RDRMUG Water Quality Action Plan: 
 
5.1. Review/Update:  Bill Shaw, BPS Consulting presented a draft “Primer” for consideration, with 

the request that Executive Committee Members review this document and advise Bill of any 
errors, changes or comments. 

5.2. Plan release with 2017 World Water Day – March 22, 2017 
       

Water Quality Action Report accepted for information:  G. Campion    Carried 
 

6. New Business: 
6.1. Recommendation to the RDRMUG Membership to set the 2017 Membership request at .25 

cents per capita.  Motion by B. Shepherd       Carried 
        

       
7. Executive  Director Report/Administration Items: 

7.1. Recommendation to the RDRMUG Membership November meeting be changed to November 
24, 2016 to accommodate the 2016 AAMD & C fall conference.  

Motion by A.M. Phillipsen.          Carried  
 

8. Agenda Additions:  G. Campion provided an of a major transmission line leak in the Henry 
Kroeger Regional Water Services Commission (copy attached) 



 

 

 
9. Next Exec. Committee Meeting:  Call of the Co-Chairs 

 
 

10. Adjournment:  12:30pm 
          Motion:  J. Slemp       Carried   
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SSRB WMP 10 Year Review 

Draft Outline v5 
19 October 2016 

 

Purpose 
It has been 10 years since the approval of the South Saskatchewan River Basin Water Management Plan 

(WMP, Plan). As with all plans, it is prudent that its effectiveness be periodically reviewed. The purpose 

of this Review is to assess the implementation of the Plan in the Bow River Basin since its inception in 

2006 using available data and information. 

 Assess progress against WMP recommendations and intended outcomes based on best available 

data, including baseline comparison (prior to the implementation of the Plan). 

 Identify information gaps and opportunities. 

 Summarize what the Plan has accomplished since it was implemented in achieving its 

anticipated outcomes, and what further can be done. 

 

This is not a required or approvals related review. This is a WPAC conducted review foreseen, in fact 

called for, in the original Plan. This is a transparent effort that is within the WPAC responsibilities 

intended to inform and improve water management in the basin. 

 

The Review does not intend to recommend opening up the SSRB WMP nor the Water Act to revision. 

Rather, it intends to identify where further attention or effort is required to achieve the intended 

outcomes of the Plan, within the current regulatory framework.   

 

The Review is closely linked with issues that have been identified as key priorities for Alberta: 

 Climate change - The WMP provides the regulatory context within which water users and 

managers must balance supply and demand both now and for the future. Understanding how 

the regulatory context may evolve is vital for water planners, infrastructure operators, and 

water users. Water challenges will be compounded as climate change comes to ground in water. 

The basin’s regulations, policy and infrastructure all define the extent to which the basin and its 

communities will be able to adapt to highly variable and shifting water supply.  

 Economic growth - Water security is a necessity to municipalities, industry, agriculture, and 

tourism. The Plan and its associated regulations define how these drivers of Alberta’s economy 

can access a reliable water supply. Having been in place for 10 years, it is prudent to review 

whether the regulations and market mechanisms have been effective in limiting the draw on the 

watershed while still enabling high value use of the basin’s water resource. 

 Land use planning – Water and land are inextricably linked. Alberta’s Land-use Framework (LUF) 

guides its approach for managing the province’s land and natural resources to achieve Alberta’s 

long-term economic, environmental and social goals. The South Saskatchewan Regional Plan 

relies on the WMP to appropriately guide water quantity management. A thoughtful review of 

the Plan should inform land use planning in other basins by highlighting where the Plan has 

been effective and where it can be doing more. 



SSRB WMP 10 Year Review Project 

 

2 
 

Process  
Target launch: April 2017.  

 One year to complete review and corresponding communication. 

 Workshops with WPACs membership and/or committees akin to the Basin Advisory Councils 

that provided advice to GoA on the original development of the Plan. This would not be  public 

consultation. 

 A 10 year data set (where available) for the SSRB following implementation of the Plan, and in 

some cases, for 10 years prior to implementation as a baseline (data can be reused by WPACs). 

 A summary assessment report to the WPAC membership (this will be a public document), 

including a water use summary report by sector. 

 An advisory report from the SSRB WPACs to GoA for consideration.  

 

Communication 
 The data and reports will be made publicly available, perhaps with a comment period for input 

beyond WPAC membership. 

 The report will be made available province-wide through web-based communication platforms, 

e.g. WPAC websites, the Alberta WaterPortal.  

 

In Scope 

Recommendation 2.1 Establish a Limit on Water Allocations from the Bow, Oldman, South 

Saskatchewan River Sub-Basins 

“Alberta Environment no longer accept applications for new water allocations in the Bow, Oldman and 

South Saskatchewan River Sub-basins until the Minister of Environment specifies, through a Crown 

Reservation, how water not currently allocated is to be used. 

 

Water be allocated from the Crown Reservation only for:…..”1 

 

Data required: 

 Licence approvals since 2006 including number, volume, location, purpose, terms etc.  

 Number of applications still “in the queue” and pending decision. 

 Temporary Diversion Licenses (TDL) issued by sub basin including number, volume, location, 

purpose, terms etc. 

 Groundwater licences that have been approved by sub basin including number, volume, 

location, purpose, terms etc. 

 Amount of reserved water issued through Crown reservations issued for: WCOs, storage of 

peak flows, First Nations. 

 WCO licenses issued by sub basin including number, volume, location, purpose, terms etc. 

                                                            
1 “Highlights: Approved Water Management Plan for the South Saskatchewan River Basin”, Alberta Environment, 
2006 
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 Licence amendments that have been approved and rejected including number, volume, 

location, purpose, terms etc. 

 Licence transfers that have been approved and rejected including number, volume, location, 

purpose, terms etc. 

 Total water allocations by sub-basin year over year (prior and since 2006) 

 Water withdrawals/use data collected through the AEP water reporting system and any 

other use water use data available from AEP, by sub-basin and by sector year over year from 

1995-2015.) 

 

Analysis & discussion: 

 How has the trend in water allocation and/or use changed in the years before and since the 

implementation? I.e. has the limit stopped the increasing use of the river over what was 

already planned within existing licenses? 

 Have there been any operational adaptations or options that may have had the unintended 

consequence of negating overall intended planned outcomes? 

o Change in TDL use? 

o Use of licence amendments and assignments? (including change of water rate, timing, 

purpose(e.g. irrigation to municipal)).   

o Has there been more of a draw on [unlicensed] groundwater? 

 Is adaptation happening without transparent identified performance monitoring / 

assessment or partner (WPAC) consultation? This has implications for the “application public 

review process” where the public is not aware of adaptive changes that may influence the 

Director’s interpretation of the Plan. 

 How many Crown licences have been issued and for what use? 

 What information is missing (data gaps, legal mechanisms?) 

 Who (AEP vs. AER) is making regulatory decisions on water allocations? Are both agencies 

using the same approval criteria? 

 Have the Environmental Appeal Board decisions influenced any decisions made by AEP since 

the SSRB was enacted? 

 

Recommendation 2.2 Future Water Allocation Limit in the Red Deer River Sub-Basin 

“When allocations in the Red Deer River Sub-basin reach 550,000 cubic decameters, a thorough review 

will be conducted to identify the maximum allocation limit.”2 

Data required: TBD 

Analysis & discussion: TBD 

 

 

 

                                                            
2 “Highlights: Approved Water Management Plan for the South Saskatchewan River Basin”, Alberta Environment, 
2006 
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Recommendation 2.3:  Recommended Water Conservation Objectives (WCOs) 

“Alberta Environment establish Water Conservation Objectives (WCOs) for the Bow, Oldman, and South 

Saskatchewan River Sub-basins. Any licenses issued for applications received after May 1, 2005 be 

subject to the following water conservation objective:” 3 

“Alberta Environment establish Water Conservation Objectives (WCOs) for the Red Deer River Sub-basin. 

Any licenses issued for applications received after May 1, 2005 be subject to the following water 

conservation objective:” 4 

 

Data required: 

 List of where and when WCOs have been implemented throughout the SSRB including any 

details specific to each WCO: it’s priority, whether it is interim or long-term, specific purpose 

or concern it is addressing.  

 Indication of what performance monitoring is done towards determining WCO status 

(interim or long term). 

 For each reach, the licences and corresponding volume that is and is not subject to the 

WCO. 

 If available, the natural flow data set (either the formally released data or the data used by 

operations) to use as a baseline to estimate, how often and by what percentage WCOs have 

or have not been met since installation. 

 Information on what triggers the installation of a new WCO.  

 Information confirming how WCOs would be applied to new storage. 

 

Analysis & discussion: 

 The WCOs are intended to stop further degradation of the basin. Do we have evidence of 

this?  

 In a heavily allocated closed basin, how often is a WCO relevant (because it is junior to most 

allocations)?  

 Therefore, are they effective in restoring the aquatic environment? 

 Is there a more effective alternative? 

 How might WCOs need to be relaxed or revised to enable new storage to offer potential 

benefit to the basin? 

 Are WCOs needed on more reaches, for example, some of the upper tributaries as 

mentioned in the SSRP? 

 How much of a role does unused allocation within existing licences play in the river for 

healthy aquatic ecosystems? 

 

 

 

                                                            
3 “Highlights: Approved Water Management Plan for the South Saskatchewan River Basin”, Alberta Environment, 
2006 
4 same 
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Recommendation 2.5: Establishment of an Interbasin Water Coordinating Committee 

“Form a committee to promote coordination of water management across the SSRB. The membership 

should include representation from the Watershed Planning and Advisory Councils….”5 

 

Data required: 

 Confirmation of how often this committee meets. 

 The committee’s Terms of Reference and Operating Plan. 

 Any advice it has produced and shared with GoA, WPACs. 

 

Analysis & discussion: 

 Refresh the narrative on why the committee exists and whether it is effective. 

 Does it have the right membership, mandate and accountability? 

 Is it providing useful information to GoA? Could it be more useful to GoA? 

 Is it representing the WPACs? 

 

 

Recommendation 2.7:  Use of Water Allocation Transfers, Water Conservation Holdbacks and Factors 

that Must be Considered When Making Decisions 

“The Director is authorized to consider applications for transfers of water allocations. 

The Director is authorized to withhold up to 10% of the volume of water being transferred, if it is 

considered to the in the public interest to protect the aquatic environment or to implement a water 

conservation objective. 

The Director consider the Matters and Factors provided in this plan in making decisions on applications 

for licenses, preliminary certificates, approvals, or transfers of an allocation of water.”6 

 

Data required: 

 Repeated from Rec. 2.1: Licence amendments that have been approved and rejected 

including number, volume, location, purpose, terms etc. by AEP and AER. 

 Repeated from Rec. 2.1: Licence transfers that have been approved and rejected including 

number, volume, location, purpose, terms etc. by AEP and AER. 

 Holdback associated with each transfer and total holdback volume by sub basin. Any cases 

where the holdback has not been fully applied.  

 An update/explanation from AEP of the scope of the water license transfer system and how 

it has have evolved over time (this should help refine the scope of this section’s data 

analysis & discussion). 

 Information on any changes or additions made to the Matters & Factors tables pertaining to 

amendments and transfers. 

                                                            
5 same 
6 “Highlights: Approved Water Management Plan for the South Saskatchewan River Basin”, Alberta Environment, 
2006 
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 As a comparison, what volume of water was requested in applications each year from 

~1995-2005, by sub basin? What volume of water was requested in applications each year 

from ~2005-2015 in the Red Deer basin. These data points may be used in comparison with 

the transfer volumes applied for since the Plan was implemented. 

 

Analysis & discussion: 

 How many times has the Transfer system been used? How many times has it been 

abandoned? Expected vs actual uptake of mechanism? Have there been excessive barriers 

raised? 

 How onerous is the Transfer system? Should it be simplified or is it appropriately rigorous? 

 How long does a typical transfer take from application to approval? 

 What form of public notice is provided for each application? 

 Does AEP offer a public list of water allocation licenses and transfers? 

 Is the application and approval process transparent and consistent? 

 How often have transfers involved a change in purpose/timing/location? (including 

movement between tributaries and main stem, change from seasonal to year round use) 

 Are the 10% holdbacks being used? Is it actually putting water back into the river? Is there 

an alternate mechanism to the holdback that would be more beneficial to developers and 

the aquatic ecosystem? 

 There are water licence sharing assignments originally proposed as short term water 

shortage solutions between parties that do not go through approval process.  Some of these 

are now becoming long term and should be looked at as permitted temporary transfer but 

this is not happening until someone complains.  Allowing these long term assignments also 

raises some questions about the criteria for licences held in'good standing'.   

 Is the Matters and Factors table useful in guiding decision making. Should the Matters & 

Factors tables pertaining to amendments and transfers be revisited?  

 What information is missing (data gaps, legal mechanisms?) 

 Should all Transfers be managed in the same manner, or is there an opportunity to 

designate different types of transfers (as per the Water Allocation Transfer System Upgrade 

Project WATSUP 2009 Report)? 

 Does there need to more clarity on the different between an Amendment and a Transfer?  

 

Recommendation 2.8: Water Management Strategies  

 “AENV and water users will pursue broad water management strategies to ensure water availability for 

economic development and the aquatic environment in the SSRB. 

2.8.1 Water Demand and Consumption 

2.8.2 Improved Dam Management to Protect the Aquatic Environment 

2.8.3 Protection and Management of Riparian Vegetation 

2.8.4 Flow Restoration in the Bow, Oldman and South Saskatchewan River Sub-basins 

2.8.5 Water Quality 
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2.8.6 Maintenance of the Red Deer River Sub-basins Aquatic Environment”7 

 

Data required: 

 Is actual water use (not allocation) being tracked? (including: are water users providing water 

use reports? Is data provided and accessible real time?) 

 

Analysis & discussion: 

 

2.8.1 Water Demand and Consumption 

 Have modeling capabilities been upgraded? 

 Have innovations and improvements in water licensing and legislation to better match 

allocations with needs been explored? 

 Has the development of water markets and transfers been supported? 

 Have improvements in water conservation methods been encouraged? 

 

2.8.2 Improved dam management to protect the aquatic environment  

 Are post flood functional flows being released on GoA reservoirs? 

 

2.8.3 Protection and management of riparian vegetation 

 The intent of the Aquatic and Riparian Condition Assessment for the main stem rivers of the 

SSRB (ARCA 2007) is to assist Alberta Environment and its partners in determining where to 

focus management efforts. To what extent has this been happening particularly from the 

perspective of effectively managing reach specific flow and water quality? 

 Review how AEP has worked in partnership with the WPACs to prepare watershed 

management plans to encourage healthy riparian environments? 

  

2.8.4 Flow restoration on the Bow, Oldman and South Sask. 

 Are licence holders taking voluntary flow restoration actions, particularly during critical 

periods? 

 Are discussions with senior priority licence holders held? 

 Has research been conducted to determine how flow restoration benefits the aquatic 

environment? 

 Have operating licenses for government dams and WCO conditions been on diversion 

licenses been assessed? 

 

2.8.5 Water Quality 

 Has water quality been studied in more detail throughout the SSRB to assess land use 

impacts and develop beneficial management practices to mitigate these impacts? 

 

                                                            
7 “Approved Water Management Plan for the South Saskatchewan River Basin (Alberta)”, Alberta Environment, 
August 2006 
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2.8.6 Maintenance of the Red Deer River Sub-basins Aquatic Environment 

 TBD 

 

 

Not In Scope 
Recommendation 2.6 Master Agreement on Apportionment (1969) 

“Alberta Environment continue to manage the SSRB as a whole, in order to meet the Master Agreement 

on Apportionment requirements.”8 

 

Recommendation 2.9: Suggested changes to the Water Act 

“The following are possible amendments to the Water Act for which there is public support or which 

were suggested as a result of insights during work on this plan. Inclusion of these suggestions in this plan 

does not imply that the legislature will make any of these amendments. 

 Allow private parties to hold licences for Water Conservation Objectives when obtained 

under the transfer provision of the Water Act…… 

 Allow part of a licence to be cancelled….. 

 Allow water that becomes unallocated in the future to become part of a Crown 

Reservation….”9 

 

 

Roles & Resourcing 
AEP:  

 Provides requested data and information. 

 Participates on the Steering Committee. 

 Participates in the work through the WPAC meetings, Steering Committee meetings and 1-2 

additional working sessions to review data and findings.  

 Formally receives the report from the WPACs. 

 Provides guidance what other departments/agencies should be involved. 

 Does not run the Review process. 

WPACs:  

 Provide leadership to the work  within their mandate and as per the Plan. 

 Coordinate project funding. 

 Conduct the Secretariat function for the Review, either through in-house staff or contractor. 

 Host events or committees to garner membership input, with contract support as needed. 

 Create a report of the Review for their membership  either through in-house staff or contractor.  

 Create and submit an advisory report to GoA either through in-house staff or contractor.  

 

                                                            
8 same 
9 “Approved Water Management Plan for the South Saskatchewan River Basin (Alberta)”, Alberta Environment, 
August 2006 
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Contract support: 

Can be engaged as needed by the WPACs to provide specific resources and skill sets e.g. data 

analysis, meeting facilitation, report writing, steering committee support, project secretariat. 

The Review would benefit from a Steering Committee that would include: 

 Representation from AEP 

 Representation from each participating WPAC (suggestion is the Ed plus 1-3 Board members) 

 

 

Preliminary Workplan  
Pre-Launch: Preparation 
January - March 

WPACs and AEP confirm final scope and funding 
WPACs align/engage project resources 
WPACs and AEP form Steering Committee 
AEP compile requested data 
AEP and WPACs execute necessary data sharing agreements 

Step 1: Preliminary data analysis 
April - May 

AEP provides requested data 
WPACs access additional studies and reference material 
WPACs conduct preliminary data analysis 
WPACs compile initial findings for discussion 

Step 2: Initial WPAC review 
June - August 

Review preliminary data analysis with WPAC membership (via 
Quarterly Forum or Committee) 
WPACs complete data analysis and research 
WPACs compile draft findings for discussion 

Step 3: Secondary WPAC review 
September - October 

Review draft findings with AEP 
Review preliminary data analysis with WPAC membership (via 
Quarterly Forum or Committee) 

Step 4: Completion of findings 
November - January 

WPACs complete final analysis and research 
WPACs document findings in report to membership 
WPACs prepare advisory report to GoA 
AEP receives report from WPACs 

Post Project: Further 
communication 

WPACs, WPAC members, and AEP share findings and reports as 
they see fit 

 

Note: this timeline is contingent on the availability of data from AEP and their resource requirements to 

make the data available 

 

Option: Pilot the Review in the Bow River Basin 
It is recognized that all parties involved in this potential Review (WPACs, AEP) have many priorities and 

limited resources. Given that, there could be an option to “pilot” the Review in the Bow River Basin with 

the BRBC. If the Pilot has good outcomes, it could then be rolled out to include all 4 WPACs and basins in 

the SSRB. 

 

The Pilot could follow the same workplan and process as proposed in this document, however the Scope 

would be limited to the Plan Recommendations and data relevant to the Bow River Basin. 
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Funding and Funding Options 
A very preliminary estimate for the funding required for the Pilot in the Bow River Basin was set at 

$75,000 - $100,000. This would vary depending on data availability and complexity, the approach 

selected for engaging WPAC membership, and the extent of the secretariat role that would be required. 

This funding requirement would be significantly higher for a Review including all 4 WPACs and basins 

instead of 1. 

 

In terms of accessing funding for this Review, three options have been identified so far: 

1. WPACs submit request to GoA through their annual grant cycle 

2. WPACs and AEP explore alternate mechanism to fund this Review. 

3. Other potential funders will be identified and approached 

 

 

Frequently Asked Questions 
Note: All quotes, with page references, are from the Approved Water Management Plan for the South 

Saskatchewan River Basin (Alberta), Alberta Environment, August 2006. 

 

FAQ – Why is it important or necessary to review this Plan? 

“The plan will provide guidance to decision makers and act as a foundation for future watershed 

management planning” (page v) 

“This plan is the senior plan within the SSRB and all other water management plans in the SSRB must be 

consistent with it. However, it is recognized that improvements to this plan may be made as research 

results and other data become available. Section 12 of the Water Act describes the legal process for plan 

revisions.” (page 18) 

This diagram is taken from the GOA’s Phosphorous Management Plan for the Bow River. The review is 

the “Check” phase, and the time is now. 

 
 

FAQ – Why should the BRBC be leading this review process? 
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“Watershed Planning and Advisory Councils (WPACs) are encouraged to consider the planning priorities 

in their watersheds and undertake future watershed management planning with this water 

management plan serving as a foundation.” (page 17)  

“Future watershed planning will be led by the Watershed Planning and Advisory Councils. The Councils 

will work together to ensure their individual planning is aligned with the SSRB Plan. Together they will 

decide when sufficient new information has been obtained or situations have sufficiently changed to 

warrant review of any aspect of the SSRB plan.” (page 18) 

 

FAQ – Does this review support recent modeling efforts, for example the Bow River Project? 

Yes.   

“Storage of peak flows to mitigate impacts on the aquatic environment and to support existing licences. 

(Alberta Environment will assist the Watershed Planning and Advisory Councils in evaluations of the 

potential for on-stream and off-stream storage.)”  (page 6) 

“It is also recommended that AENV hold discussions with Government and other dam owners to 

investigate opportunities to optimize operation of the facilities, to benefit water supply and the aquatic 

and riparian environment.” (page 16) 

“Research be conducted to determine how flow restoration benefits the aquatic environment.” (page 

16)  

 

FAQ – What are the Important Considerations or “Givens” to keep in mind for a review? 

1. “Given this understanding of the water supply, allocations and condition of the aquatic 

environment, it is recognized that the Bow, Oldman and South Saskatchewan River Sub-basins have 

reached their limit of allocations 

2. “[The Plan] recognizes and accepts that limits for water allocations have been reached or exceeded 

in the Bow, Oldman, and South Saskatchewan River Sub-basins.” (page5) 

3. “As more water was allocated and as each allocation was more fully utilized, impacts on the aquatic 

environment became apparent.” (page 4) 

4. “water should be respected now and into the future.” (page 1) 

5. “Greater emphasis will also be placed on ensuring environmental considerations are taken into 

account.” (page 1) 

6. “changes to the direction of water management in the SSRB must take place.” (page 4) 

 

FAQ – Does the SSRB Plan give any direction on Triple Bottom Line (TBL) Considerations? 

Yes. 

The very first line of the Plan reads...” This plan reflects a balance between protecting the aquatic 

environment and water allocation of rivers in the South Saskatchewan River Basin (SSRB).” 

“The intent of this plan is to accelerate the steps the citizens of the SSRB have already taken on the path 

towards a sustainable economy and environment.” (page 1)  Note: recommend reverse order. 

” In Alberta, our quality of life – and life itself – depends on having a safe and sustainable water supply 

for the environment, our communities, and our economic well-being.”  (page 4) 
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Guiding Principle for this Review 
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Date  Monday 17 October 2016 

Time  10.00am to 2.00pm 

Location  Water Centre, Calgary 

Attendees   

Brian Hills (AEP) Medini Prasai (BRBC) 

Dale Christian (RDRWA) Megan Van Ham (WaterSMART) 

Harpreet Sandhu (City of Calgary/BRBC) Mike Murray (BRBC) 

Janna Casson (OWC/AAF) Mike Nemeth (BRBC/WaterSMART) 

Jeff Hanger (RDRWA) Phil Boehme (AEP/RDRWA) 

Josée Méthot (RDRWA) Randy Poon (AEP) 

Kathleen Murphy (AEP) Richard Phillips (BRID/BRBC) 

Keith Ryder (RDRMUG) Rob Simieritsch (AEP) 

Kevin Wilkinson (AEP) Rob Wolfe (AEP/BRBC) 

Mark Bennett (BRBC) Shirley Pickering (BRBC/HMPAC) 

 

Meeting objectives 

 
1. Remind participants of the intent and scope of the proposed South Saskatchewan River Basin 

(SSRB) Water Management Plan (WMP, Plan)) 10 Year Review. 

 
2. Provide some context for the Review: the development and intent of the WMP and the 

hydrology in the SSRB since the WMP was introduced. 

 3. Hypothesize what the Review is likely to find in terms of data and opportunities. 

 4. Confirm next steps to secure commitment to the Review from AEP and the WPACs. 

 

Action items 

 

Action Responsible Due 

1 
Revise and circulate the Scope document based on today’s 

conversation.   

Mark/ 

Megan 
ASAP 

2 
AEP to provide their in-kind commitment to the Review by 

November 1  
Brian By Nov 1 

3 

WPACs to each review the revised Scope document with 

their Boards and provide indication of interest/commitment 

to Mark Bennett. 

Each WPAC 

ED 

November / 

December 

4 
Prepare a detailed project work plan specifying the WPAC 

involvement and potential BAC-type structure.  

Mark/ 

Megan 
December 

5 
Once the Scope is revised, develop a Data Request List and 

secure an indication of data availability from AEP. Following 

Mark/ 

Megan 

December / 

January 
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Action Responsible Due 

that, arrange the necessary Data Sharing Agreements ready 

for a potential April 2017 start date. 

6 
When appropriate, Mark Bennett will reconvene this group 

for further discussion. 
Mark TBD 

 

Discussion points 

1 Introduction & reminders 

Mark Bennett opened the meeting with an overview of the objectives for today’s discussion. He 

reiterated that at this time it is a proposed review, so where the word review is mentioned, please keep 

in mind it is still proposed.  The intent of the review is to assess progress against the SSRB Water 

Management Plan (WMP, Plan) recommendations and intended outcomes, identify information gaps 

and opportunities, and summarize what the Plan has done and what further can be done. It was 

identified in the Plan that WPACs would be part of that review when it came around.  The intent is to 

have a transparent review; it is not approvals related or a critique of plan. We want to understand how 

successful has the plan been since it was implemented.  

 

2 Context: Recap of the SSRB WMP 

AEP provided an overview of why the plan was developed, and other observations:   

 The history of the Plan predates the Water Act. A regulation was passed ~1991 that put limits on 

irrigation expansion.  Moving that into the Water Act in 1999, there was some discussion of how to 

bring in regulation from the Water Resources Act and the Water Act and how expansion limits might 

be implemented. The year 2000 review needed to be broader to include other groups using water, 

and so it became a larger planning exercise on how water should be allocated in the basin with 

growth pressures and the increased awareness of the aquatic environment.  This evolved into the 

planning process that led to the WMP planning process. 

 Four basin advisory councils (BACs) were established and provided advice to AEP who was 

responsible for developing the Plan.  A lot of effort went in background studies and modelling work 

on water allocations and risks to aquatic environment. Most of that background work and 

information is still available on the reports data section on AEP’s SSRB Information Portal.   

 For three of the four sub basins, there were recommendations to close the basins to new allocations. 

The Red Deer still has some allocation limit left, but there was a target value set at which to review 

allocation recognizing that there are tradeoffs with each level of allocation.   

 GoA did move forward and put in the allocation limit and associated regulations in place.  There 

were director based WCOs that were established as part of the recommendations.  The SSRP 

recognized the SSRB WMP; the planning on the regional plan didn’t add any further management 

direction to the WMP.  

 

Others who were involved in the WMP development provided some insight as well:   
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 It was a complex process to look at when and how a river is at full allocation.  This process did that 

well, taking the available information and coming up with a well-reasoned plan to define when the 

limit is reached and how to deal with it. The process (2000-2006) was bookended by a drought and a 

flood, with everything in between.  To come up with a management system that stewards water is 

difficult and AEP did a good job at leading the process.  

 From an irrigation perspective, it is generally viewed that licence priority should take care of water 

shortages as junior licences should be “buyer beware”. But it is still good to put in an allocation cap 

even though the priority system would sort things out in water short times. It is important to 

remember that the basin was closed to new applications, not new licences.  Alberta has a high 

expectation with aquatic resources, and this poses a challenge for growth and development, 

especially with the variability of flows (timing and magnitude).  The plan was needed and was a good 

plan.  The problem became that you now needed to go and get water in a market system that didn’t 

really exist yet.  This has partially been worked out over time.   

 Regulations were needed to implement the Plan. They were put in place and some of them are being 

looked at now.  The Bow and Upper Oldman orders (‘boss’) are being reviewed as part of the 2017   

renewal of the Ministerial Order. If changes result from this review, maybe they can be considered in 

that cycle, even though the objective of this proposed review is not to change legislation. 

 

3 Context: SSRB hydrology over the past 10 years 

Mike Nemeth provided a broad and brief overview of the hydrology seen in the SSRB over the past 10 

years. This context is important when thinking back about what has happened in the basin since the Plan 

was put in place. Very broadly, the basin has seen: 

 Relatively little change overall in annual snowpack; less variability in snowpack within each year. 

 A slight increase in mean annual flows compared to the prior 10 years. 

 Slightly earlier freshet in the Red Deer basin. 

 No visible change in precipitation volume or patterns. 

 Warmer air temperature compared to the prior 10 years. 

 

Some more specific observations were added by the group: 

 The Oldman has seen a decline in lower mountain and foothills snow pack along with an earlier melt. 

 In the last two years we have seen significantly earlier snow melt and heavy later summer rain. We 

don’t know if this is a pattern but it has certainly been the case through much of the SSRB for the 

past two years. 

 

4  Discussion: Hypotheses for each WMP section  in Review scope 

The group referred to the scoping document to go over what would be out of scope of the Review: 

 Recommendation 2.2 Future Water Allocation Limit in the Red Deer River Sub-Basin  

 Recommendation 2.3 Recommended Water Conservation Objectives (WCOs) …for the Red Deer 

River Sub-basin  
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 Recommendation 2.4 Repeal the SSRB Water Allocation Regulation (1991) 

 Recommendation 2.6 Master Agreement on Apportionment (1969)  

 Recommendation 2.8: Water Management Strategies - Maintenance of the Red Deer River Sub-

basins Aquatic Environment 

 Recommendation 2.9: Suggested changes to the Water Act 

 

Discussion: 

 There are Matters and Factors tables in section 2.7 of the Plan on licences and approvals; should a 

review of these be in scope? The initial thinking is that the Matter and Factors for approvals should 

be in scope. 

 Should the Red Deer related recommendations be put back in scope? This is still to be determined. 

 

This discussion focused on the following questions for each of the Plan recommendations that are in 

scope. The group referred to the version of the Scope document that was distributed by Mark with the 

meeting notice. 

 Brief recap of its intent and recommendations 

 What data is expected to be available for the Review? 

 What other studies/analysis should inform the Review? 

 What do we hypothesize the findings (opportunities) will be? 

 

Recommendation 2.1: Establish a limit on water allocations from the Bow, Oldman, South 

Saskatchewan river basins. 

DATA 

 Not all licencees submit water withdrawal/use data, so complete water use data is not available.  Is 

there a sense of how much of actual use has documented withdrawals?  

o Irrigation districts report their withdrawals so that is available.  The other large sector is the 

municipalities, but reported data is variable. 

o The AWC has just done a review of CEP plans. They may have data that could be used, but it 

was noted that they too could not access data for the smaller licencees. 

o Private irrigation licences do not report use; this is a significant unknown in terms of water 

use in the basin. 

o AEP has a water reporting system that required licence reporting uses, but there are some 

challenges with this system including questionable and missing data.  

o The Plan recommendation is about allocation, perhaps the review shouldn’t focus on the 

sector water use at all? Perhaps the Review should focus more on what has been approved 

e.g. transfers. 

 Data is available from AEP on the following: 

o Licence applications that were in the queue when the Plan came into effect 

o TDLs 

o Transfers that have been received and approved or rejected 
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o groundwater licences 

o crown reservations that have been issued  

o WCO licences 

 Purposes of licences and how have those changed would be good to know to help understand from a 

watershed perspective.  Looking into this would be less about reaching a basin limit and more about 

how a change in pattern of use in a basin might impact the watershed. 

o The data exists, but the question is if the data can be pulled up from a search.  Changes in 

purpose can be from an amendment or a transfer.  Is the objective to show what the 

purpose changes are? If so that would be looking at transfers, so how has the change in 

pattern of use affected the water use picture in the basin? That data is available and is in 

transfers.  

 Trying to relate closing the basin to river health is a challenge. We might be able to look at changes 

in water use but it can be a stretch to relate that to watershed health.  There may be a proxy, but it 

would be very difficult to link. 

 Showing type of use, year round or seasonal, may show some implications in terms of watershed 

health. Time of use and if the transfer is up or downstream is still small in making a link to ecosystem 

health and is small compared to natural variability.  Return flows also need to be considered if a 

transfer now involves a return flow. 

 Could look at the BAU trajectory of issuing water licences vs. a closed basin to show the 

effectiveness of R2.1. If the data exists it may show something interest. However, there were 

moratoriums in place before, so the WMP legislation was just new legislation in terms of limiting 

water use. 

OTHER STUDIES 

 The A&F Storage Study didn’t look at the effectiveness of R2.1, rather are there opportunities for 

storage within the context of R2.1. Work that WaterSMART has done has also shed some light on 

how to maneuver within R2.1.  

 There have been no studies on TDLs in this basin probably given they are used less than in northern 

Alberta. It is important to remember that they are for temporary use of water; the purpose and use 

of TDLs is important to understand and know that a new development won’t be done with TDLs.  

POTENTIAL FINDINGS 

 How many transfers have been done – probably less than people think? This may point to an 

opportunity to get the transfer mechanism better developed to spur economic development. 

 The transfer process is also rigorous.  

 There seems to be a big amount of scrutiny on a transfer than what used to be on new licence.  The 

effect on the aquatic environment is set up to bring more scrutiny. 

 (AER data review—have they done any transfers in the basin, or is this just AEP’s jurisdiction?) 

 

Recommendation 2.3: Recommended Water Conservation Objectives (WCOs). 

DATA 

 The WCOs were formally designated WCOs in 2008. They have been implemented through Transfers 
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and the 10% holdback.  Data is available on where and how many holdbacks have happened. 

 What is challenging is seeing how often they are met. This analysis would need natural flow data, 

which is only updated to 2009. There are flows that operations use for daily operations, but for a 

number of years that data was not being stored or archived. If we wanted to do 10 years 

before/after that might be an issue.   

 A WCO being met is variable based on demand, precipitation, and flows. Linking causality to the 

WCO being met is still very difficult. 

 Bow, Oldman, and South Saskatchewan has such a large amount of water licenced that is not subject 

to the WCO, there shouldn’t be a surprise if the plan hasn’t much changed how often it has been 

met.  10 years is a pretty short time period for this analysis.  

 One thing we could show is how often over the historical record naturally the WCO would have been 

met and how often water is available above the WCO.  This would give an indication of how often it 

would have been met.  

OTHER STUDIES 

 None were identified. 

POTENTIAL FINDINGS 

 Conceptually, the WCO should stop further degradation. It should avoid further harm. 10 years is too 

short a timeframe to see physical evidence of this. 

 AAF/AMEC study that showed that new storage, since it is subject to the WCO, is not of much value.  

Maybe the WCO should be relaxed so that new storage could be used to help flexibility in the 

system.  Current WCO rules limit storage opportunities that might pull water in the high flow and 

help in the low flow. Even proposed flood mitigation schemes can’t technically hold water because 

of the WCO.   

 In the SSRP there was a commitment to review WCOs in the upper areas of the basins for things like 

species at risk or sensitive species.  

 If you ask people in the room, people may agree to the WCO and protecting the environment, but 

some people that need water for development might feel differently. Losing 10% of your water 

investment or costs is not appeasing to some groups.  They may want to see a modified version of 

this holdback. 

 There may be other tools rather than a WCO that could be used, or in addition to the WCO to 

support the objectives of the Plan.  Some of that exploration would have been done before the WCO 

was chosen. It could still be revisited now. The 10% holdback was going to be discretionary, and it 

was decided to make it mandatory as it is easy to talk your way out of it.   

 Unused allocation within existing licences also reserves water in the river for healthy aquatic 

ecosystems.  

 

Recommendation 2.5: Establishment of an Interbasin Water Coordinating Committee. 

DATA 

 The intent of the committee was to promote coordination of water management across the SSRB 

and provide advice in water short years with how apportionment could and would be met from each 
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of the basins. 

 The committee was established in 2008/2009. 

 The committee has a TOR and an operations plan. These are available on the AEP website. 

OTHER STUDIES 

 None were identified. 

POTENTIAL FINDINGS 

 After the last two summers it was thought that the TOR and operation of the committee should be 

reviewed. The committee works well if we know we are going into a difficult year; the structure 

doesn’t work as well providing advice on short term and urgent matters in the summer. 

 Some of the wording in the Plan needs to be thought out in terms of the advice given and about 

voluntary volume reductions and what that might look like before we get into a water short period.   

 It is good to review these recommendations as after time people sometimes ‘just do things’ because 

it has been the way it’s been.  But a good refresh and narrative on why the committee exists is 

important.  

 

Recommendation 2.7: Use of water allocation transfers, water conservation holdbacks and factors 

that must be considered when making decisions. 

DATA 

 Some of this discussion on this has already been covered today. The data on transfers and volumes 

of holdbacks are documented and is available, including the associated volume, purpose, holdback 

etc. 

 Is there a way of getting at if the numbers are what were expected or less than what was expected?  

Not sure how to gauge what was expected.   

 Is there a way to know how many people have backed off the process because it was too much?  

Perhaps the number of inquiries? Hard to know how many or why people are not entering into the 

process?  Is this a qualitative piece?   

o AEP doesn’t have this data.  Might be some academic studies on this, but it would be good 

from a perspective the people wanting the water.  Would WPAC memberships be able to ask 

that?  What has been seen in the Highwood is more municipal transfers happening and how 

long it takes.  In the Oldman it tends to be more agricultural use. You could maybe do a 

survey through the WPACs.   

 Maybe go back before the panic of getting a licence happened, and take a look at a five year slice of 

time and see what the rate of water being sought was before the cap was put in, and what transfer 

should or could be like today.  Could also use the rate of water being applied for in the Red Deer 

basin as a comparison since it is still open.  

OTHER STUDIES 

 Lorraine Nichol at the University of Lethbridge has looked at the transfer process. 

 The WATSUP report looked at the process and market and offered recommendations. 

POTENTIAL FINDINGS 

 That the transfer process is too onerous, but that is what was asked for.  



Workshop Summary 
SSRB WMP 10 Year Review Scoping  

8 
 

 As put forward on the WATSUP report, perhaps there is an opportunity to designate different types 

of transfers (change in use at a site, versus a full move of the water). 

 There may need to be clarity on what is an amendment and what is a transfer. 

 As noted before, some may question the 10% holdback and what would be a reason as to not have 

the holdback. The principle of the holdback is great, but it doesn’t add up to much since they are 

such small numbers and so few transfers. Developers should look at it from a cost of doing business, 

or be more creative instead of doing holdbacks put money into a program that can do something for 

the aquatic ecosystem. 

 

Recommendation 2.8: Water management strategies. 

There was not sufficient time to cover this section. Participants were encouraged to review it 

independently and forward any comments to Mark Bennett. 

 

5 Discussion: How to move the Review forward 

Is there more information on how the project would unfold? What would the process be? 

 In the Scope document, a coarse outline is given, showing AEP participation, WPAC leadership, and 

some execution support.  Work would be done within a one year cycle, with funds coming from 

WPACs and GoA.  Until the scope was firmed up and who was going to be involved confirmed, not 

much more clarity was possible. 

 It was thought that all four WPACs would be involved using something akin to the BACs to work on 

matters in scope.  There is not a firm number yet on what would the cost would be.  

 The original planning in 2001-2005 was done well; it is expected that the same resources / capacity is 

not there within AEP now.  

 The WPAC would play the Secretariat role. Depending on resources, that work would be contracted 

out, and there is a cost for that, but it makes the most sense for contractors to contract with GoA, 

save on the GST.  

 This initiative came out of discussions in the summer of 2015, and discussions with AEP and the 

BRBC board over the last year.  It was envisioned that this would be worked on and if seen as useful 

would be done. It was originally scoped for just the Bow as BRBC can’t speak for other basins, but 

then AEP suggested it be done for the whole SSRB. 

 

How much effort would be required by each of the WPACs and how can the process be made as efficient 

as possible? 

 The suggestion is to have a contractor do the bulk of the work and have the WPACs do more of the 

leadership and engagement part. 

 There could be one BAC-type group per sub-basin? It is recognized that lots of time could be spent 

bringing those committees together.  Maybe there could be one BAC for the whole SSRB. Or there 

could be plenary sessions that the BACs come together at.   

 

First need to determine if this is something each WPAC and AEP want to do.  
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 First step would be to get more information the scope and level of commitment required so that 

each of the WPAC boards would be able to determine their commitment.  

 RDRWA Board meets in November and would need clarity on what participation would look like. 

 OWC would first do a review with the ED and then go to the Board for review and determination 

based on capacity. 

 The BRBC Board would need to review and confirm its involvement. 

 SEAWA (in their absence) would likely require a similar Board discussion. 

 The WPAC Boards would like to hear that the government would be putting some money into the 

project.  How might that indication come from AEP?  

 AEP can provide their in-kind commitment to the Review by November 1, given that a refined Scope 

document is circulated.  AEP can likely provide the required data and information but cannot run the 

process. This commitment will not include any indication about funding. 

 

How might the Review be funded? 

 The initial assumption is that this would be funded through the annual WPAC Grant process. 

 Alternative funding models can be explored, but funds would not be available until next fiscal year. 

 

Is there anyone from AEP that is willing to walk this into a work plan budgeting meeting and say this is a 

priority at some point?   

 If not, then we (the WPACs) can’t do this alone, and if GoA doesn’t make it a priority then it won’t 

happen.  The plan does say the plan should be reviewed, by WPACs, but doesn’t say when.  We have 

taken it as far as we can without that committed support from AEP. 

 There cannot be commitment today for support from AEP. 

 But is there commitment to go and ask for the support?  

 It would be helpful for AEP to get advice, perhaps through this Review, on what should the partners 

in the basin be thinking about for the future? It would be good to get some advice on what do we 

want out of this basin tomorrow? 

 

The drivers of the work should be clearly articulated to secure commitment and confirm intent 

 To help make this a priority for GoA, align it with priorities that have already been identified e.g. 

climate change adaptation or informing land use planning (link to SSRP) - if you want to look at water 

use change, land use is tied to that, so looking at those together would be good. 

 This was brought to BRBC by the City of Calgary because there are lots of issues around supply in the 

basin but then we always come back to the larger SSRB and groups need to understand more about 

the SSRB and its future before they can move forward.  Resources could be provided from the city 

(some), but we need to keep this moving forward, especially with the Growth Management Boards 

coming onto the planning scene.   

 A lot of work is being done through the Bow River Working Group but it currently focuses on the 

infrastructure side of water management. This Review looks more at regulations and policy. The two 

pieces would be complimentary, but have different objectives.  
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 The drivers for this review include: water supply and growth; drought risk; and, building climate 

resiliency. 

 

If resources are tight, this Review could be ‘piloted’ in the Bow basin.  

 If it has good outcomes and works then it could be rolled out to the whole SSRB. 

 Without a scoped out work plan it’s tough to say if just a pilot would be viewed as favorable. 

 There was no strong indication from the group as to whether the project should be run SSRB wide or 

as a pilot in the Bow basin. 

 

We discussed the data today, is there a time estimate for assembling the data from AEP?  

 The transfer information would be fairly straight forward. WCO and if they are met would be more 

work. Water use would take a lot, but if we sway away from that it should be manageable. 

 If data are being compiled it seems like the transfer data are what is really needed, and that seems 

to be easier to pull together.  

 We don’t want to move too far away from trying to get the water use data. We need to be clear on 

how this links to the review and there are lots of ways... some data can be acquired from the Water 

Policy Branch. While not all licencees report water use,large licencees do report and we should be 

able to synthesize and analyze water use based on large licencees water use reporting. 

 Building a query to pull the data isn’t more work, but limiting geography would be good as QA/QC 

takes more time with more data. 

 

Who else should be involved?  

 AER also regulates water and should be involved.  

 Academic work can and should be drawn on. 

 

Next steps agreed to by the group: 

1. Revise the Scope document based on today’s conversation and circulate ASAP.  

o Include the whole SSRB project and the option of a Pilot in the Bow basin. 

o Include an indication of WPAC involvement. 

o Include at least a ballpark budget and timeline. 

 

2. AEP to provide their in-kind commitment to the Review by November 1 

 

3. WPACs to each review the revised Scope document with their Boards and provide indication of 

interest/commitment to Mark Bennett. 

 

4. Prepare a detailed project work plan specifying the WPAC involvement and potential BAC-type 

structure. Anything to simplify the process would be good.  To set up four BACs could be big, but if 

there are things can be streamlined that would be good.  The Review would likely need a steering 

committee.  WPAC quarterly forums could perhaps be used for communications and feedback.  
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Workshops, one in each basin, might be efficient.  Keep it simple and focused.  

 

5. Once the Scope is revised, develop a Data Request List and secure an indication of data availability 

from AEP. Following that, arrange the necessary Data Sharing Agreements ready for a potential April 

2017 start date. 

6. When appropriate, Mark Bennett will reconvene this group for further discussion.  

 

6  Thank you & close 

This is a great opportunity to do a review of a plan that has been in place and could provide huge 

learnings for the province and the country.   

This is a great opportunity to objectively review the plan and make changes now if needed.   

This could be of even more value in providing learnings for the Red Deer before they get into a position 

where they have to say No, close the Basin and have to institute a holdback.  

 

Thank you. 

 




