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Executive Summary 

Farming on the floodplain has many challenges that are expected to increase as the impact of 

climate change accelerates. This project explores how local and regional governments in the 

Kootenay and Boundary regions, along with the provincial government, can better support 

agricultural producers to maintain and/or enhance riparian areas on farmland and how to 

support larger scale floodplain restoration projects. By engaging with agricultural producers and 

regional government through surveys and phone calls the project team learned about current 

practices, barriers to action, current initiatives in each region, and producers and local 

government identified opportunities for both groups to work more collaboratively on riparian 

restoration and enhancement projects on the floodplain.  

Barriers to action include an overwhelming amount of available information on riparian 

restoration practices, the need for additional funding support for project planning, construction 

and maintenance, the need for increased flexibility in project implementation to adjust for delays 

in regulatory approvals, and difficulty securing funding and accessing necessary expertise to plan 

and deliver projects.  

Project recommendations include making information easier for producers to access by 

establishing a single web portal with a clear summary of regulatory steps and providing 

opportunities for hands-on training through workshops and field events (could be led by the 

province, or local government). Local governments should strengthen guidance in Official 

Community Plans for riparian protection and use consistent language across the three Regional 

Districts (Regional District of Kootenay Boundary, Regional District of Central Kootenay, Regional 

District of East Kootenay) where possible. Local governments could also assist or lead efforts to 

identify priority river reaches to maintain or restore riparian or natural flood patterns as part of 

a landscape level approach. Local governments are encouraged to take a personal “farm gate” 

approach to communicate with individual producers to initiate interest in doing enhancement 

work on their land. Connecting producers with potential project collaborators - possibly local 

conservation funds - who can provide expertise and bring in matching and consistent long term 

funding support will help to initiate riparian enhancement projects.  
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Project Background 

1.1. Scope 
Changing climatic conditions will make farming on the 

floodplain more challenging. This project explores 

options for local governments to support and 

collaborate with agricultural producers concerning 

future overland flooding events. The project’s 

geographical scope is within the Kootenay and Boundary 

regions of the Southern Interior of British Columbia and 

is focused on agricultural lands susceptible to overland 

flooding. 

1.3. Methods 

The project explored farm-based practices related to 

flood water management with a focus on establishing 

new, or protection of existing, riparian vegetation that 

benefit both agricultural operations and environmental 

values. Producers and local governments were engaged 

to better understand the issues and potential solutions.  

Outreach to the agricultural community was done with a 

questionnaire sent out through agricultural associations, 

targeted to individual farms, and shared through a 

Facebook page. The questionnaire was completed by 

producers and returned via email, through an online form. Some respondents also answered the 

questionnaire during 1-1 phone calls or site visits. The questionnaire was designed to identify practices that 

are working, to identify real and perceived barriers to action, and to gain a better understanding of how 

producers assess risks and opportunities of overland flooding in relation to production decisions.  

A different questionnaire was distributed to local government staff and elected officials in the Regional 

District of Kootenay Boundary (RDKB), Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) and Regional District of 

East Kootenay (RDEK) with some follow up phone calls. Responses were summarized by region. Based on the 

engagement responses and a literature search of what other local governments are doing, challenges and 

opportunities were identified. The information was used by the project team to formulate recommendations 

on how local governments can link farm level floodplain restoration and agricultural values into planning for 

larger scale floodplain restoration.   

  

1) Identify practices best suited to 
manage or mitigate impact of 
excess water on agricultural land 
and crop production.  

2) Identify paths to link floodplain 
rehabilitation practices on farmland 
to broad landscape-level floodplain 
restoration projects or floodplain 
rehabilitation activities. 

3) Evaluate gaps and challenges for 
local governments and producers in 
accessing financial support and 
information for floodplain 
rehabilitation activities. 

4) Identify avenues to foster 
collaboration between agricultural 
producers and local governments 
on floodplain restoration. 

1.2. Project Objectives 
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Floodplains and Their Value to Agriculture 

Floodplains (see Figure 1) have been farmed in the Kootenay and Boundary regions for over two hundred 

years. A floodplain is a flat area that is vulnerable to flooding from adjacent rivers, creeks, lakes, and 

wetlands (Goudie 2014). In the southern interior of British Columbia floodplains are typically located on 

the valley bottoms where agriculture and communities are concentrated. Flooding is often associated with 

snowmelt and the resulting spring freshet. Other causes of floods include heavy rains, debris, or ice jams. 

Floodplain hydrology includes how watercourses access, flood, and saturate the surrounding land and how 

the aquifer is recharged. 

 

 

Figure 1. Shows the elements of a functioning floodplain in a river system with riparian zones highlighted adjacent to the 
watercourse and the resulting components of a migrating river with oxbows, gravel bars, and aquifers identified. Figure taken from 
Hayes et al. 2018.
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The soils typically found on floodplains and deposited by floodwaters are hydric or water loving, rich 

in nutrients and provide ideal conditions for crop production. Flooding also recharges groundwater 

which reduces irrigation demands and helps maintain water flows in creeks and rivers during late 

summer and fall periods. Flooding risks to downstream communities are also reduced when 

upstream agricultural lands retain flood waters (Dunne 1978). 

With a changing climate, more frequent and severe floods are expected (Gillett et al. 2022). The 

risks associated with climate change are well understood by the producers and ranchers who live 

and work on floodplains and rely on the land for their livelihood.  

In the past, a common strategy of farming both on floodplains and adjacent to watercourses has 

been to prevent flood water from entering the floodplain, or removing water from the floodplain 

through better drainage, channelizing watercourses, and building dikes (see Figure 3). A common 

misconception is that flooding of farmland is always disastrous. In some cases, flooding can be highly 

disruptive; in some cases, it can be highly beneficial. The agricultural community is becoming more 

aware of the impacts to their farmland/floodplains when flood waters are removed and recognizing 

the benefits of allowing their farmland to flood.         

Figure 2. Floodplain mapping for the Salmo River. Floodplain mapping can be accessed through the 
province of BC website and regional district mapping services. 
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Figure 3. The Granby River during low flow (top picture) and the flooding period (bottom picture) in 2018. 
The star identifies the same location referenced in each photo and points to the downstream end of a 
berm. Berms won’t necessarily keep out flood waters and can cause upstream or downstream impacts 
on adjacent lands. (Photo: A. Thomson) 
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2.1  Restoring Hydrological Functions 
Restoring hydrological functions on floodplains allows flooding to happen and facilitates the 

processes found in a natural floodplain setting (Alley 2009). This can be an approach to flood control 

(Chiu et al. 2022) and can benefit agricultural lands by minimizing erosion along watercourses and 

reducing loss of land. It can aid in the “recharge” of groundwater and improve water availability in 

the aquifer for irrigation (Dahkhe et al. 2018).  

One of the most critical elements that facilitates hydrological functions on floodplains is riparian 

areas. This is the band of vegetation between the aquatic and the terrestrial environment.  

Riparian areas are found adjacent to water 

bodies and are characterized by hydric or water 

loving plants. They provide more habitat value 

than all other ecosystems combined and provide 

an array of ecosystem services. Riparian areas on 

agricultural lands can help mitigate impacts 

from overland flooding such as: crop damage, 

debris left on fields, excess sedimentation, and 

infrastructure damage (see Figure 4). The trees 

and shrubs of riparian areas slow overland flow and excess sediment drops out of the flood water 

Figure 4. Granby River, BC, in the South Okanagan 
Highlands Eco section, the riparian area along the Granby 
River is characterized by a Black Cottonwood Plant 
Community. The cottonwood trees benefit agricultural 
lands by deflecting debris away from farm fields by 
keeping it within the water channel. This riparian 
vegetation helps to slow the flow and lessen the erosive 
forces of the water. (Photo: J. Coleshill) 

Figure 5. Crooked Horn Farms in the Slocan Valley has 
partnered with the local stream keepers society to restore a 
riparian area adjacent to their farm. Coarse woody debris 
and planting native trees and shrubs were used to create a 
resilient shoreline, slow bank erosion, and capture 
additional coarse woody debris. Habitat features were also 
added to enhance nesting opportunities for birds. (Photo: A. 
Thomson) 
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before it settles on adjacent fields. Slower flows, less sediment and debris will help to minimize 

damage to fields, crops, and infrastructure (Figure 5). 

Current Responsibilities in Floodplain Management 

The provincial government is responsible for establishing regulations for floodplain management 

and local government can develop local policies. Many resources have been developed for local 

governments to guide bylaws that can help direct land use planning. Policies currently in place often 

exempt lands in the Agricultural Land Reserve. Information on key regulations relating to riparian 

management, and associated resources, are provided below.  

3.1  Provincial Government 

In the 1970s, the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) program overseen by the provincial Agricultural 

Land Commission identified many flood-prone areas in BC where farming is recognized as the 

primary use and non-agricultural uses are restricted. Many farms are located on valley bottoms 

close to streams and rivers that are flood-prone and thus many floodplain areas fall within ALR 

jurisdiction. The ALR Use Regulation Section 22 (2) allows for the non-agricultural use of ALR 

designated farmland for “...biodiversity conservation…” which essentially permits producers to set 

aside or plant flood-prone areas that have been used for agriculture with native riparian vegetation 

without contravening ALR regulations, although if covenants are to be established on land in the 

ALR, they need to be approved by the Agriculture Land Commission.  

The provincial Flood Hazard Area Land Use Management Guidelines for Floodplains includes   

recommendations to local governments to establish broad protection measures in flood hazard 

areas including floodplains. Official community plans, bylaws, policies and development permit 

areas can identify development levels and building setback requirements. Livestock housing, and 

other farm buildings built on floodplains must adhere to the guidelines set out for each different 

type of flood hazard condition. The guidelines are readily available to landowners developing their 

agricultural properties from local governments, agricultural organizations, and other groups who 

play an important role in helping producers understand the requirements and how the guidelines 

apply to their farm. 

The Water Sustainability Act under Section 11 regulates all changes that are proposed by producers 

in and about a stream including vegetation planting or removal. Producers must receive a permit to 

undertake any works that might influence or change the nature of the flow of a watercourse. This 

applies to the area below the average high-water mark, including the watercourse banks. Applicants 

are required to submit detailed designs for comment (usually prepared by a professional) along with 

application fees that are typically $250-$750. Applications can take up to 6 months to 2 years to 

process, and projects need to be constructed within the least risk to aquatic life timing window, 

typically during summer months. 

The Ministry of Agriculture (2020) published a Guide for Local Government Bylaw Development in 

Farming Areas that provides standards for local government when developing and amending bylaws 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/air-land-water/water/integrated-flood-hazard-mgmt/flood_hazard_area_land_use_guidelines_2017.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/air-land-water/water/laws-rules/water-sustainability-act
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/agricultural-land-and-environment/strengthening-farming/local-government-bylaw-standards/840000-1_guide_for_bylaw_development_in_farming_areas.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/agricultural-land-and-environment/strengthening-farming/local-government-bylaw-standards/840000-1_guide_for_bylaw_development_in_farming_areas.pdf
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affecting farming areas (land in the ALR, land zoned for agriculture, and land affected by a valid and 

subsisting aquaculture license under the Fish and Seafood Act (FSA)). It also provides general 

information for handling other planning issues involving agriculture. 

In several other areas of the province (map) the Riparian Areas Protection Act and Regulations 

requires local governments to protect riparian areas during development, however this Act does 

not apply within the Kootenay and Boundary regions, and it does not apply to normal farm practices 

on agricultural land (British Columbia 2016).  

The Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act protects producers from nuisance complaints 

related to normal farm practices. The Ministry of Agriculture and Food developed a riparian 

factsheet on Agricultural Building Setbacks from Watercourses in Farming Areas (2011) that 

provides an overview on building setback standards from watercourses and wetlands in farming 

areas.  

3.2  Federal Government  

The federal Fisheries Act  prohibits the “harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat”. 

Riparian vegetation is defined as ‘fish habitat’ as it provides functions that sustain adequate quality 

and quantity of river water. The Act applies to all land types and developments including those on 

agricultural land and suspected infractions are investigated by Fisheries Officers.    

3.3  Local Government 
All three Kootenay regional districts have floodplain bylaws, and some are in the process of being 

updated. The bylaws have similar development setback requirements of 30 m from the top of banks 

of main rivers, 15 m from other watercourses, 7.5 m from lakes, ponds and marshes, and 7.5 m from 

any standard dike right-of-way or structure for flood protection or seepage control. There is 

variation between the three Kootenay regional districts in how riparian protection is approached. 

Table 1 summarizes current local bylaws related to floodplain and riparian vegetation protection. 

In the Regional District of East Kootenay (RDEK) riparian guidelines and development permit areas 

for riparian buffer protection are present in Official Community Plans (OCP) for the Columbia Valley 

(Electoral Area F and G) and central areas (Electoral Areas C and E), but not in the Elk Valley (Electoral 

Areas A). Area B has a land use bylaw. The specific wording varies, but in most there are 

development permit areas specifying riparian zones as environmentally sensitive areas and 

containing specific guidance on protection of those habitats. There are allowances for exemptions 

where a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) is involved, if habitat on the property does not 

meet the definition of environmentally sensitive. This guidance is intended to apply to all parcels 

however there is an exemption for ALR lands where normal farm practices could result in removal 

of riparian vegetation.  Feedback from local governments indicated there are some areas that are 

not covered by OCPs and residents do not support establishing them.   

In the Regional District of Kootenay Boundary (RDKB) all areas have OCPs established, except for the 

geographically largest electoral Area E in the West Boundary. Wording however is inconsistent 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/environment/plants-animals-and-ecosystems/fish-fish-habitat/riparian-areas-regulations/local_government.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/environment/plants-animals-ecosystems/fish/aquatic-habitat-management/riparian-areas-regulation/local-government-resources
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/agriculture-seafood/agricultural-land-and-environment/farm-practices-protection
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/agricultural-land-and-environment/strengthening-farming/local-government-bylaw-standards/riparian-setbacks/823400-1_agricultural_building_setbacks.pdf
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/campaign-campagne/fisheries-act-loi-sur-les-peches/index-eng.html
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among the different OCPs. The Area D and A OCPs recognize environmentally sensitive areas and 

have objectives to protect them but have no permit process. Environmentally sensitive areas are 

identified based on data from the conservation data centre, forestry sector, and riparian 

cottonwood mapping completed in certain areas of the region. Two other electoral areas have 

development related rules but no rules specific to agricultural land. Electoral Area B has a Drinking 

Water Resource development permit area (DPA) with some riparian protection while Electoral Area 

C has an Environmentally Sensitive Waterfront DPA that includes riparian protection.   

In the Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) the main agricultural areas experiencing 

overland flooding are in the Slocan Valley, Goat River in Creston and some small steep creeks 

feeding into the reservoirs or Kootenay and Columbia Rivers. The OCPs have limited area coverage 

and establish a development permit area where a riparian assessment is required involving a QEP 

and the bylaw requires that all activities meet the same requirements as the current provincial 

Riparian Area Protection Regulation standards.  
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Table 1. A description of current regulations around riparian areas and floodplains in the Regional Districts in the Kootenays, BC. 

Electoral Area Tool Directives How Exemptions Coverage  
R

eg
io

n
al

 D
is

tr
ic

t 
Ea

st
 K

o
o

te
n

ay
 

A OCP 
Policy on Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas 

Encourage sensitive development 
along elk river and subareas  

N/A FULL  

C OCP 
Environmentally Sensitive DPA 
based on Mapping 

Development Guidelines including 
vegetation removal 

Exemption for normal farm practices and 
restoration planting if QEP involved 

PARTIAL 

E OCP 
Environmentally Sensitive DPA 
based on Mapping 

Development Guidelines including 
vegetation removal 

Exemption for normal farm practices and 
restoration planting if QEP involved 

PARTIAL 

B  
Land Use and 

Floodplain 
Management Bylaw 

Specifies setbacks for development 
(Jaffray/Tye Lake); OCP Baynes 
Lake; zoning South Country 

  
Lists exemptions for elevation; can apply for 
exemption for setback. 

PARTIAL 

E 
Land Use and 

Floodplain 
Management Bylaw 

Specifies setbacks for development Development Guidelines 
Lists exemptions for elevation; can apply for 
exemption for setback. 

FULL 

F, 
G  

Floodplain 
Management Bylaw 

Specifies setbacks for development   
Lists exemptions for elevation; can apply for 
exemption for setback. 

FULL 

B, 
C, 
E 

Floodplain 
Management Bylaw 

Specifies setbacks for development   
Lists exemptions for elevation; can apply for 
exemption for setback. 

PARTIAL 

R
e

gi
o

n
al

 D
is

tr
ic

t 
C

en
tr

al
 

K
o

o
te

n
ay

 

E OCP Watercourse DPA Requires same process as RAPR Agriculture use not listed as requiring permit PARTIAL 

K OCP 
DPA for Environmentally Sensitive 
Residential Cluster Development 

Requires same process as RAPR N/A PARTIAL 

ALL 
Floodplain 

Management Bylaw 
Specifies setbacks and elevations 
for development; up to 90 m. 

Specifies Setbacks and Elevations 
Exemptions based on application with 
engineer report. 

FULL 

R
eg

io
n

al
 D

is
tr

ic
t 

K
o

o
te

n
ay

 B
o

u
n

d
ar

y 

A OCP Policy direction 
To consider designating some 
riparian areas as DPA 

N/A FULL 

B OCP Drinking Water Resource DPA Requires same process as RAPR 
Land clearing beyond 30 m of the natural 
boundary of a stream regardless of land type. 

PARTIAL 

C OCP 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Waterfront DPA 

DPA requires professional report 
following template in OCP 

N/A FULL 

D OCP 
Objectives to protect ESA but no 
permit process in place 

N/A N/A FULL 

E No OCP N/A N/A N/A N/A 

ALL 
Floodplain 

Management Bylaw 
Setbacks for development Development Guidelines 

Can apply for exemption according to Local 
Government Act section 910(5). 

FULL 
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Agricultural Perspective 

Responses to the questionnaire and discussions with agricultural producers identified many 

issues and challenges concerning farming in the floodplain. Due to the small sample size, the 

results of the survey cannot be used to identify levels of support by agricultural producers across 

the region for riparian or floodplain restoration, but it does identify the range of values, issues, 

and impacts across the region experienced by producers in different production sectors.        

Most producers have a strong stewardship ethic where they want to leave the land in better 

condition than when they started farming the land. However due to marginal profits, producers 

often cannot afford large cash layouts for projects unless there is a short-term economic return 

or assistance with funding. Producers are expected to have many skills just to operate the farm 

and very few have the expertise to plan and deliver riparian restoration projects on their own.  

4.1  How Flooding Affects Farms 
Of the producers surveyed who reported high or very high concern with overland flooding, most 

have experienced frequent flooding (annually or every 2-5 years). However, the scope of impact 

was site specific with the largest financial impacts occurring on a farm that only experienced 

infrequent flooding (11-50 years) since a portion of the farm was already diked. Flooding caused 

damage to infrastructure including pivots, pumps, and fences. After a significant flood occurred, 

one operator reported having to decide if it was worth repairing the infrastructure damage or 

better to abandon the pivot irrigation system and change from hay production to grazing at 50% 

stocking levels.  

Most farms/ranches can continue operating after flooding, but flooding does impact profits. 

Producers regularly assess the costs and benefits of continuing to farm flood prone lands. For 

most producers the benefits of access to irrigation water, better growing conditions, and more 

productive soils on the floodplain (compared to upland areas) makes it economically viable to 

continue to farm flood prone land. But it is site specific and depends on the scope and frequency 

of flood impacts. For all properties visited there are low-cost opportunities for increasing riparian 

areas both actively and passively. Farms reporting low to very low bank erosion problems were 

farms in areas with high water tables that did not experience significant overland flooding. 

Many producers reported wanting to do more bank protection work. Some preferred using rock 

and other “hard” surfaces while others preferred using “soft” surfaces such as vegetation. Several 

reported wanting to do riparian enhancements including fencing and planting of willows to 

protect the banks. Others wanted to undertake drainage improvements in low elevation fields to 

increase production or build berms to protect cropland. 

Producers who have completed riparian enhancement projects reported using many information 

sources to develop their riparian restoration project including the Environmental Farm Plan 

program or Kootenay Boundary Farm Advisors program. Others relied on the internet, 

colleagues, previous owners, or family members for information on farming in the floodplain. 
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Producers identified the need for more information about floodplain management and hands-on 

training to enable them to undertake less complicated projects like planting themselves. For 

planting to be successful it will require some level of guidance from a professional to ensure 

proper species selection and planting technique. 

Information on floodplain management has been available for decades, however some 

agricultural producers reported not knowing where or how to access the information. Although 

this information is available from multiple sources, mostly provincial, it is not in a form easily 

accessed and understood by producers. Those undertaking projects are getting information from 

professionals (EFP planners, restoration professionals) or from collaborative projects with 

conservation organizations. 

The Environmental Farm Plan Program (EFP) provides 

individualized support to producers (free of charge) to 

identify, plan and financially support projects benefitting 

the farmer and the environment. Most EFP riparian 

projects involve fencing of riparian areas and/or changing grazing intensity to favour shrub/tree 

growth. This also serves to improve bank stability over time since livestock are not sloughing 

banks and shrub communities are not grazed off. As the tree shrub community matures along a 

watercourse it catches large floating debris, slows the erosive current that can degrade fields, 

and provide habitat for wildlife (Figure 5). Producers who have completed fencing projects 

through the EFP program have observed shrub and tree recovery within 5-15 years without the 

need for planting, however the response is site specific.  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/agriculture-seafood/programs/environmental-farm-plan
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In areas without dense riparian vegetation, wire fences are often damaged from floating debris 

resulting in extensive repairs or in fence lines being moved further away from the watercourse 

or removed completely. There are options for creating livestock barriers without traditional post 

and wire fences that can withstand overland flow including hawthorn hedges or anchored log 

debris barriers. 

In some locations planting is needed to re-establish or enhance the shrub/tree community. Some 

producers reported planting or staking on their own with little success. Successful planting or 

staking requires planning, knowledge about species selection, timing, planting technique, 

irrigation, and maintenance. Expertise and guidance from local experts is usually necessary to 

achieve success.  

Successful planting projects are underway on some farms in cooperation with environmental 

NGO’s (Columbia Wetland Stewards, Slocan Stream keepers, and Granby Wilderness Society) 

with restoration specialists planning and working with landowners to implement projects. Non-

profit societies can provide partial financial support that is not accessible to producers directly 

making collaborative projects highly beneficial. Some producers have accessed Species at Risk 

Partnership on Agricultural Land Program (SARPAL) funding through the BC Cattlemen’s 

Association or Farmland Advantage for enhancing riparian areas, but it is only available if species 

at risk are present or if there is identified critical habitat on the property. 

Figure 5. Retaining stands of trees among farmland can help to capture debris, slow water and reduce erosive forces, 
and aid in the recharging of the aquifer. (Photo: A. Thomson) 
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Bank erosion issues are the most challenging and 

costly to deal with. Hard surfaces involving rock - or 

riprap – and planting seem to be favoured by most 

producers in the Boundary since riprap can be 

effective if placed correctly, and there is an 

abundance of rock on farming properties 

throughout the Boundary (Figure 6). In the East 

Kootenays producers contacted preferred “soft” 

bioengineered bank prescriptions using live 

vegetation, but producers needed to be convinced 

it would work before they would be willing to try it 

since it can be costly.  

Bank protection projects require provincial 

government approval and often applicants can 

experience lengthy delays waiting for approvals 

before work can begin which frustrates producers. 

The approval delays may mean loss of funding to 

construct the project since many funds have strict 

completion dates. When projects are undertaken it 

is important to explain the regulatory process at the 

Figure 6. Kettle River north of Westbridge, 
BC where a farmer installed rip rap 
combined with large woody debris to slow 
water velocity and protect the bank (2019). 
Live stakes and planting of trees and shrubs 
was completed the following spring.(Photo: 
B. Stewart 

Farmers are stewards of the land and often find partnerships in 

local stewardship groups 

The Sidwell Ranch in the North Fork Valley has been planning riparian restoration for the 
past 5 years.  Previous riparian management on the property and upstream has 
negatively impacted the Sidwell Ranch’s property along the shoreline of the Granby 
River.  Several factors have lead to a degraded riparian are here and the Sidwell Ranch’s 
goal is to restore it. The agricultural property also holds conservation value as it has 
retained large portions of valley bottom riparian cottonwood forests.  How agricultural 
lands in the floodplain are managed also can benefit downstream communities as they 
take on flood waters. There are many factors that need to align to implement complex 
riparian projects.  Working below the high-water mark requires a Section 11 permit 
under the Water Sustainability Act which will allow a property owner to protect their 
shoreline from erosion btu the work window is usually restricted to the least impact to 
fish window during the month of September. Aligning this with funding, getting the 
professionals needed to be involved, labour and equipment to do the work is a 
challenge among all the everyday challenges and duties of farming.  Funding through a 
local not for profit group, Environmental Farm Plan, and the SARPAL program are 
working alongside the landowner to implement a resilient plan that will be beneficial to 
the agricultural practices along with the habitat and floodplain values. 
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start so producers understand that delays may happen and to prepare contingency plans.  

4.2  Modifying Practices to Adapt to Flooding Cycle  

Grazing is the most common production type used in areas that flood regularly and producers 

already plan grazing outside of flood periods. Some producers reported difficulty establishing  

legumes in pastures that flood. Changing to more flood tolerant species like birds-foot trefoil 

could improve soil nitrogen levels and increase forage yield. The BC Rangeland Seeding Manual1 

has information on flood tolerance for grass and legume species that may help producers with 

site specific species selection.  

Hay production is used in areas that flood infrequently, with producers successfully harvesting 

crops most years. In areas with longer periods of flooding, alfalfa does not survive resulting in 

lower nutrient value grass-only hay. No-till drill seeding is more effective than conventional 

tillage when renovating or over-seeding fields. In years where the fields flood, sediment buildup 

and debris are the main concerns because of the associated time and expense to clean up the 

fields and the reductions in crop yield because of growth delay. The benefits of nutrient increase 

from sediment drop have a threshold where low levels of sediment are a benefit, however 

systems with high sediment drop (e.g., Kootenay River) are detrimental to farming the floodplain. 

Re-establishing a wide riparian setback along the watercourse would moderate the sediment 

drop, possibly making the overland flooding a net benefit rather than loss. Annual cropping is 

reported to be high risk in overland flood prone areas since the erosive current from overland 

flow can remove bare soil and scour fields if the soil is not protected with vegetation. Producers 

report that fields are often too wet in spring to plant prior to flood. It takes a long time for the 

soils to dry enough for a tractor to safely seed the field making the timing of seeding well into 

June which is too late for non-irrigated fields in southern BC. 

There are some annual vegetable crops that could be grown in flood prone areas, however the 

risk of soil loss (from unprotected soil) or total crop failure (flooded for too long so planting occurs 

too late) deters most producers from considering annual cropping. The only producers surveyed 

using annual crops on flood prone lands are ones using the crops to build soil and often planting 

fall rye which will give some spring soil cover protection during overland flooding. But flood 

timing is important since if the land is wet too long, it affects harvest. Oats and faba beans and 

some varieties of triticale are reported to be more flood tolerant than other dryland cereals 

(Government of Manitoba).  

Annual cropping is less risky in areas with groundwater fluctuations that are relatively predictable 

in timing. 

One producer has adapted to growing flood tolerant willow species in the floodplain since it 

creates ideal growing conditions for this species, however the market for willow species is limited 

so this is not an attractive option on a larger scale. But this could change as future biomass 

 
1 Available at: https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/rangelands/forage/health  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/rangelands/forage/health
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markets (food, feed, fuel, fibre, and bioplastics) expand since perennial grasses, willows and 

cottonwood are well adapted for annually flooded areas and have potential to produce higher 

yields than conventional crops (Jager et all 2020). A producer operating a nursery on the 

floodplain protected by a dike has gone through the expense of raising the level of rows, so the 

plants are elevated above the water table opening opportunities to grow a wide range of high 

value perennial nursery plants. However, this is very risky and if water levels rise higher there 

could be total crop failure.  

4.3  Knowledge Gaps and Challenges 

● Producers do not have enough knowledge about floodplain ecology (vegetation and 

soils), or management options. Without additional knowledge about best practices 

producers are not likely to start an enhancement project.  

● Many producers do not have the expertise to plan and implement riparian restoration 

projects on their own, may not know who to contact for assistance, or may not have the 

resources to hire someone with the required expertise.  

● Many producers reported a lack of understanding of rules and regulations related to 

enhancement work on the floodplain. Local government bylaws define minimum setbacks 

for buildings and mention riparian buffers but do not have guidance on how wide a 

riparian buffer should be. Riparian buffers are highly dependent on the site conditions 

and could be 5m, 10m, or up to 30m depending on the flood dynamics of the system and 

local regulations.  

● Most producers do not have sufficient financial resources to complete projects that do 

not have a short-term or obvious financial benefit to the operation. Often riparian 

restoration projects are a lower priority than fixing the immediate issues that directly 

affect production capacity such as irrigation systems. 

● Completing bank protection projects can be difficult with limited available external 

funding (e.g., cap on EFP BMP of $70,000 during lifetime; most other funds can only be 

used on public land). Producers also have challenges with financing large projects when 

program funds are reimbursed after project completion. 
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Local Government Perspective 

All local government officials surveyed reported overland flooding as an issue for producers, but 

to different degrees in different areas. The Columbia valley was an exception with overland 

flooding not being an issue except along a few creeks; high ground water levels resulting in 

ponding were more of an issue in the wetland complexes. No responses were received from other 

electoral areas in RDEK, but RDEK staff reported flooding concerns related to agricultural 

production as an issue along the Kootenay and St Mary’s Rivers and less so in the Elk River 

watershed. The responses to the questionnaire indicated differing levels of knowledge by staff 

versus elected officials. Responses indicated that RDKB elected officials had the most knowledge 

about riparian restoration issues, which is not surprising considering the region has been through 

devastating floods and has established a watershed planner position.  

Within RDKB and RDEK there was support for riparian restoration, but within Creston there was 

a strong desire to maintain growing capacity of high value farmland rather than restore riparian 

areas on the farmland.  

Figure 7. Historic management of Pass Creek, a tributary of the Granby River north of Grand Forks, BC has left 
inadequate riparian areas to help filter out debris flows onto adjacent fields from high flows during spring 
freshet. Channelizing the creek has also led to higher flow velocities and forces that can carry larger debris 
deposits. (Photo: A. Thomson)  
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There is general support for soft bank protection but recognition that hard surfaces (rock) are 

needed in some situations to protect infrastructure. Where hard surfaces are used, there was 

recognition that vegetation should be incorporated into the rock. 

Opportunities for local governments to increase their role included suggestions to strengthen 

policies and bylaws including development permit areas and supporting riparian restoration and 

enhancement work through workshops and subsidizing materials. There was concern that 

restoration work should not include high value agricultural lands. 

All respondents agreed that there is value in 

increasing awareness through sharing information 

of the value of riparian areas among producers 

and the value of allowing farmlands to flood. 

Answers to the question of “who is responsible for 

sharing information” varied, but mostly included a 

joint responsibility of all levels of the government, 

agriculture industry, and Non-Government 

Organisations (NGOs).  

Responses from Creston suggested that where farms are protected by dikes there is no need for 

increasing producer awareness of the value of riparian areas. However, producers in Creston had 

(through a separate engagement process conducted by the Climate and Agriculture Initiative in 

2019) expressed interest in information on best practices for improving riparian management 

along dike banks and set-backs to enhance the function of the dikes and reduce flood risk (from 

overtopping and breach), while also exploring establishment of sediment ponds to help reduce 

the need for dredging.    

All responses indicated support for compensating 

producers for enhancing riparian function but there were 

questions about how that could be funded and how long 

funding would be needed. In areas without dikes there 

was support for helping producers maintain riparian areas 

and natural flood patterns. In areas with dikes, 

productivity of high value agricultural land was a priority 

over riparian area. Many responses indicated any projects 

funded should clearly demonstrate environmental benefit.  

Establishment of a conservation fund was generally supported but with concerns about who 

would fund it and the taxation level. A fund is already present in the Columbia Valley and is in 

process of being expanded to more electoral areas in the RDEK and RDCK. Several elected officials 

suggested that new taxation could only be justified if there was increased public awareness and 

support for the ecosystem services provided by riparian areas on farmland in mitigating flood 

impacts.  

“Incentivizing farmers…. to do ecological 

work…. that may in the short term reduce 

their income can be an efficient use of 

conservation funds and entice the farmers 

to do more riparian/conservation work in 

the future once they see the benefits” 
(Survey respondent). 

 

“It’s in the interests of all 

people in BC to protect 

farmland and ecosystems. 

Can’t be on backs of small, 

dispersed rural population 

only.” (Survey Respondent) 
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5.1  Riparian Values  
Regional District staff and elected officials that responded to the questionnaire or provided 

information through phone calls recognized the value of functional floodplains and the need for 

riparian restoration. Riparian protection through limitations on vegetation removal have been 

included in some DPAs, but many areas do not have any protection. RDEK have provided setback 

distances for all development including vegetation removal, but there is an exemption for normal 

agricultural practices as defined under the Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act or 

designated as farm use within the Agricultural Land Commission Act and Regulations. RDCK and 

RDKB have limitations on vegetation removal in some areas, but no protection or guidance in 

other areas. 

The RDEK established Sensitive Ecosystem Development Permit Areas and guidelines in OCPs in 

areas where there was enough support. There is strong support in the Columbia Valley and main 

Kootenay trench for enhancement and protection of riparian areas based on language included 

in the OCPs. Based on conversations with staff, there appears to be less support for riparian 

enhancement and protection in the Elk Valley and some portions of the south country. The RDEK 

has established a local conservation fund in Columbia Valley2 including two electoral areas and 

three municipalities. This service may be expanded as several areas have started processes to 

determine if there is enough support from local taxpayers to join the service.  

Most of the RDCK’s agricultural land is concentrated in the Creston, Slocan and Salmo areas. 

Language has been included in two OCPs to establish Development Permit Areas requiring a 

similar process to RAPR for development involving a QEP. There is strong support for maintaining 

productivity of high value agricultural land in the floodplain in the Creston area and a working 

group is in the early stages of planning for returning natural flooding in the Goat River area. The 

Kootenay Lake Local Conservation fund3 (involving 3 electoral areas) was established in 2014 and 

includes some projects on ecosystem restoration. The RDCK supports work by the Slocan Stream 

keepers to undertake riparian restoration in the Slocan Valley.  

 
2 https://kootenayconservation.ca/columbia-valley-local-conservation-fund/  
3 https://kootenayconservation.ca/kootenay-lake-local-conservation-fund/  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/agriculture-seafood/agricultural-land-and-environment/farm-practices-protection
https://www.bclaws.gov.bc.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/02036_01
https://kootenayconservation.ca/columbia-valley-local-conservation-fund/
https://kootenayconservation.ca/kootenay-lake-local-conservation-fund/
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The RDKB has been working on implementing the Kettle River Watershed Management Plan  

which identifies healthy riparian areas as a priority with recommendations including completing 

a sensitive ecosystem inventory, establishing riparian development permit areas, working with 

stewardship groups to implement riparian restoration, developing a riparian buffer guide, and 

developing a watershed restoration program. The RDKB has established an Integrated 

Watershed Service supported by a watershed planner who is working to implement 

recommendations from the watershed plan. Two electoral areas have supported a few small 

riparian restoration projects through Grant-in-Aid4 funding. In 2018 a significant flood event 

affected many agricultural producers and the RDKB completed a geohazard assessment for 

some reaches of the Kettle and Granby Rivers.  

The three Kootenay Regional Districts have taken different approaches based on the needs in 

their region but work together on some initiatives. RDEK and RDCK have been working together 

with the Kootenay Conservation Program on expanding the local conservation funds.   

Resource Limitations for Supporting Work on Private Farmland 

The scope and timing of funding approvals creates challenges for project completion. To apply 

for project funding there needs to be a project plan in place first and very few funders will pay 

for planning. For farms with Environmental Farm Plans, there is support from the EFP Program 

for development of a riparian management plan. Cost-share supports (through EFP’s Beneficial 

Management Practices program) can also be applied for to support implementation. Challenges with 

this process include the short timeframe for project completion (usually less than 12 months 

from funding approval). If an approval is required for changes in and about a stream, it could take 

up to 1 ½ years to obtain, so the timing of funding versus approvals does not align. Through the 

EFP program, producers pay all costs up front and then are reimbursed after the project is 

 
4 Grant-in-aid is discretionary funding that Electoral directors can use to support projects that benefit the 
community. 

The Boundary’s Integrated Watershed 

Service - The Regional District of the Kootenay 

Boundary had a referendum in 2019 to establish a 

watershed service. The result was a close 53% who 

voted in favour. An additional tax of $4.85/$100,000 

assessed value has been added to property tax to cover 

the position of watershed planner. The service extends 

from Christina Lake westward to Sidley and Big White 

to the north within the Boundary region. The planner 

coordinates projects that benefit all watersheds. 

https://kettleriver.ca/watershed-management-plan/
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completed, which can be financially challenging for the producer when the project scope/price 

tag is large.  

The EFP program that addresses bank stabilization and riparian programs are already over 

subscribed, so producers may have to apply for several years before funds are approved. The cap 

of $70,000 maximum per farm (EFP BMP cost-share supports) means producers need to make 

choices about which types of projects they want to complete under their EFP and often riparian 

restoration is a lower priority than some other projects. The maximum per property for riparian 

work should be increased since the cost for bank stabilization can easily exceed $100,000 for a 

relatively short stretch of bank (100m-300 m).  

A new federal program, Nature Smart Climate Solutions Fund, will occur over the next ten years 

and could be used for restoring degraded wetland ecosystems and landscapes that result in 

sequestering carbon on farms. Non-profit organizations can apply for funds to complete work on 

private land where it provides benefits for species at risk or migratory birds. This fund is not 

accessible to producers directly.  

Producers collaborating with non-profits may be able to access funds more readily, but only some 

funders are willing pay for work on private land. Some funders are concerned that projects may 

not be completed as landowners sometimes change their mind, or risk loss of investment 

resulting from ownership change. As an example, the Columbia Basin Trust considers work on 

private land as ineligible for grants. An argument could be made that even if a property sells, the 

riparian enhancements will remain intact, particularly if DPAs are in place that would limit 

removal of vegetation. Projects that address bank erosion are complicated and pose higher risk 

of investment loss than riparian enhancement projects.  

The Federal Gas Tax funding (available to local governments) is currently limited to funding 

infrastructure on public lands. Riparian buffers are considered green infrastructure and provide 

community benefit (for flood impact mitigation, climate change adaptation and as a carbon sink). 

Unfortunately, the Gas Tax funds cannot be used on private land and bioengineering with live 

materials does not currently meet the definition of infrastructure and is thus also ineligible for 

gas tax funding. The RDKB has been communicating with the Union of BC Municipalities about 

the potential to adjust funding criteria, but no clear response has been provided to date (Pers. 

Comm. V. Gee, RDKB). 

To increase riparian enhancements by producers, there needs to be financial support and 

expertise provided or the projects will not happen. Funding rules need enough flexibility to adjust 

for delays in permitting and there needs to be funding support for project maintenance to ensure 

the projects are successful in the longer term.   

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/environmental-funding/programs/nature-smart-climate-solutions-fund/place-based-actions-stream.html


Linking Farmland to Floodplains 

25 

 

 Moving Forward in Collaboration with the Agriculture Community  

The project has identified many areas where improvements can be made to facilitate more 

collaboration between local government and agricultural producers. A summary of 

recommendations is provided below, followed by detailed explanations for each 

recommendation. Several of the recommendations are beyond the scope of regional government 

and should be implemented by the provincial government.  
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     Summary of Recommendations 

1. Increase producer access to information on beneficial 

practices for riparian enhancement in floodplains.  

a. Create a web portal with links to up-to-date 
information resources for producers related to 
riparian management and farming in the 
floodplain. 

b. Create a simple step by step process for different 
types of projects. 

2. Strengthen guidance for riparian buffer protection 
and restoration in official community plans and 
bylaws. 

3. Develop consistent guidelines for riparian buffer 
protection across the Kootenay and Boundary Regions 
(or province). 

4. Provide leadership in identifying river/creek reaches 
where riparian restoration or/or encouraging natural 
flooding is a priority.  

5. Provide consistent support for initiating and 
sustaining collaborative riparian projects on larger 
river reaches. 

6. Use a personal approach to initiate agricultural 
producer interest in projects in high priority areas. 

7. Connect producers with potential project 
collaborators. 

8. Enhancing riparian areas – Investment in green 
infrastructure: 

a. Conservation fees model 

b. Establish conservation lands for extreme flood 
impacted floodplain 

9. Encourage the Province to explore potential to adjust 
lot lines through land swaps. 

10. Encourage the Province to update lot line mapping to 
reflect current watercourse channels.  

 



Linking Farmland to Floodplains 

27 

 

1. Increase producer access to information on options in the floodplain and beneficial practices. 

1a. Create a web portal with links to up-to-date information resources for producers related to 

riparian management and farming in the floodplain. 

The amount of information available online is overwhelming and some of it is outdated. A single 

portal for all agriculture floodplain/riparian management related information should be created 

and that includes beneficial practices, programs available, and has clearly identified steps for 

undertaking a project. This would involve a review of current resources and in some cases 

requesting website owners remove outdated information. The portal would need to be reviewed 

and updated when new programs and initiatives were announced.  

To avoid duplication of effort at the local government level, this action would be best undertaken 

by the Provincial government. A web portal would also be of value to producers across the 

province. Local governments could then link to this provincial resource, and add relevant local 

information (e.g. bylaws, local resource people, etc.)  

The Kootenay Boundary Farm Advisors program (KBFA) is well positioned to 

market the portal and information to producers. Producers prefer hands-on 

learning from workshops or field events with experts providing guidance on 

topics. 

1b. Create a simple step by step process for different types of projects. 

This could be achieved by amalgamating all the provincial and local government requirements in 

an understandable way. Producers are doers, so creating a document with a simplified step-by-

step process would help. Follow-up could include virtual or in person training sessions with a 

step-by-step process for projects (bank protection, planting, fencing). The document could 

contain links to the information on the web portal.  

Many producers are not aware that the provincial government sets most of the guidelines and 

rules related to floodplains and restoration. Local governments have the ability strengthen 

riparian area protections through zoning bylaws, Development Permit Areas and Official 

Community Plans. Local governments can also take a strong role in supporting agricultural 

producers and helping them follow the provincial rules. A clear understanding of the roles 

(provincial/local) will create more trust between agricultural producers and local governments 

enabling more willingness to collaborate on future projects. 

 

2. Strengthen guidance for riparian buffer protection and restoration in official community 

plans and bylaws. 

As OCPs are developed or updated, development permit areas should be included with guidelines 

for protection of riparian buffers or broader sensitive ecosystem development permit areas with 

guidelines for wetland and riparian ecosystems. The guidance needs to apply to all activities 
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including vegetation removal on all land types and should allow for permit exemptions for 

restoration and planting like the language being used in RDEK OCPs. Most agricultural land has 

already been cleared, so focussing on stewardship to enhance riparian areas on farms will bring 

larger gains.  

Floodplain bylaws are currently being updated in all three Kootenay regional districts and 

language can be included regarding setbacks for all development. Set buffer distances can be 

based on stream size with no allowance for additional exemptions to prevent all new 

development within setback areas. The RDEK established setbacks and has not been approving 

exemptions, while RDCK and RDKB continue to approve exemptions. This will not address farm 

practices involving vegetation removal but will prevent new structures on floodplain on all land 

types setting an example for agriculture to follow. 

 

3. Develop consistent, region wide guidelines across the Kootenay and Boundary Regions (or 

province if possible).  

Consistent guidance across all three regional districts would be highly beneficial to make it easier 

for producers to understand the rules. This would enable more effective communication through 

agricultural associations that often span multiple local government boundaries and regional 

programs like the KBFA. If possible, it should also be consistent with RAPR regulations that apply 

to other parts of the province.  

 

4. Provide leadership in identifying reaches where riparian restoration and/or encouraging 

natural flooding is a priority.  

Local governments should initiate planning projects to identify floodplain areas that have high 

conservation value with and without restoration potential. This will help agricultural producers 

to understand why it is important as land stewards to refrain from building more berms or dikes 

and possibly removing these structures. Identifying areas with high restoration potential will 

enable agricultural producers, restoration professionals and stewardship organizations to 

collaborate and prioritize areas. This prioritization could potentially be used to establish funding 

priorities or justify funding requests.  

Producers who may not be willing to invest in projects now on their land may be willing in 5 or 

10 years, so if the planning is completed in advance the projects can happen over time. The work 

would need to be phased in over time to match funding availability. Most areas have sensitive 

ecosystem mapping and other environmental layers that can help guide prioritization and the 

Kootenay Conservation Program (KCP) has connectivity corridors for riparian areas (for grizzly 

bear).  
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5. Provide consistent support for initiating and sustaining collaborative riparian projects on 

larger river reaches.  

Large and multi property bank erosion projects can be complicated due to legal issues and 

sometimes challenging unresolved property disputes between neighbours. It is often not possible 

to successfully complete a bank restoration project on a downstream property if the banks of the 

upstream property are not addressed. If possible, projects that span more than one property 

should focus on riparian enhancement/planting projects as these are less complicated and less 

costly than bank protection projects yet can still provide significant benefit.  

Support could be in the form of providing staff time to lead and provide planning support for 

collaborative groups (e.g., being led by the RDKB watershed planner), or support could be 

providing multi-year funding to stewardship groups to keep projects going. For these 

collaborative projects there needs to be an understanding of the producer perspective and 

consistency in who the producer deals with throughout the project.  

Regional government staff time has been provided on some projects, but staff capacity is limited. 

Restoration projects often take two to three years to plan and construct, especially for larger 

collaborative projects, and up to five years for maintenance and monitoring which requires 

sustained funding commitments over these time frames. Provincial and federal funding is often 

only for one year and usually for construction only, so there is a gap in financial support for 

collaborative planning before the project begins and for site maintenance and monitoring. 

 

6. Use a personal approach to initiate agricultural producer interest in projects in high priority 

areas. 

Agricultural producers have a strong stewardship ethic however riparian restoration work is 

expensive, time consuming and often does not have an immediate economic benefit. As such 

producers need to be convinced a riparian restoration or bank protection project is needed and 

will be effective. This requires relationship building and trust that starts with a cup of coffee and 

walk along the river or stream to understand what the producer is doing now and to start 

discussing how a project could fit into and benefit their operation. Investing in one-on-one 

communication is time consuming, however it is likely a worthwhile investment. Social marketing 

research has shown that information alone (pamphlets and documents) rarely changes people’s 

behaviour, but making a personal connection often leads to change. A recent study evaluating 

behaviour change in global conservation found that increasing knowledge, supportive attitude, 

and greater interpersonal communication led to a change in behaviour benefitting conservation 

and the authors concluded that facilitating more opportunities for interpersonal communication 

was a main driver across the 84 social marketing campaigns evaluated (Green, et al 2019). An 

approach of talking with individuals will be more effective than distributing information only.  

There needs to be consistency and communication over time as the project is implemented to 

work through unexpected challenges. Producers like to deal with the same trusted person so, to 
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be successful implementing projects, there needs to be consistency in who producers deal with 

over time. The person should understand the agricultural perspective and should be long-term 

rather than seasonal staff. A watershed planner type position has potential to fill this needed role 

if adequate staff time is committed. Alternatively, stewardship groups could meet this need if 

they have adequate and consistent funding support. For example, the Christina Lake Stewardship 

Society receives annual funds from RDKB and then applies for grants to complete projects. The 

Environmental Farm Plan program supports the producer with specific prescriptions for the farm 

property but does not take on larger reaches that may include non-agricultural producers. 

 7. Connect producers with project collaborators 

Some producers reported not knowing who to contact to get assistance with planning a project. 

There is a need to connect producers with organisations and/or professionals that producers can 

contact to collaborate with on projects. Environmental Farm Plan advisors are a great way to 

connect with many producers who have or want EFPs, however not all producers work with the 

EFP program. Kootenay Conservation Project has a Stewardship Solutions toolkit that is being 

promoted by the KBFA program containing a directory of organizations doing work in the 

Kootenays. The local governments should be sharing this directory of contacts out through their 

offices and elected officials. 
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8. Enhancing riparian areas – investment in green 

infrastructure 

All producers and local governments agree there 

needs to be more funding available for floodplain and 

riparian restoration projects. Many funders are willing 

to fund projects on public lands but not on private 

lands. The Environmental Farm Plan program is the 

main funder on private agricultural land (maximum of 

$70,000/farm for all types of projects) along with a 

small amount of funding from the Habitat 

Conservation Trust Fund for stewardship and local 

government grant-in-aid (RDKB only). The scope of 

funding is inadequate to address all projects. 

Riparian enhancement not only benefits the 

landowner it benefits the community through 

ecosystem services. Some work in this direction is 

being piloted through the Farmland Advantage 

program. Provincial staff are hopeful this program will 

be expanded with additional Federal funding support 

in the future. However, relying only on government 

programs that have a history of changing focus is not 

likely sustainable in the long term and it is better to 

use multiple different sources. Consistent local 

funding could help leverage additional project funds as 

has been achieved through establishment of the 

Columbia Valley Conservation Fund and RDKB 

Integrated Watershed Service. 

 

8a. Establishing local funding options for private land 

Establishing local funding options for private land to 

support on farm improvements for low to moderate 

flood/excessive water impacted farms to maintain 

natural flood cycles and enhance riparian areas.  

The Columbia Valley has established a conservation 

fund (2 electoral areas and 3 municipalities) and seven 

other electoral areas in RDEK and RDCK have 

expressed interest in establishing funds either through referendum or alternative approval 

process. This process is being facilitated in some areas by KCP. The conservation fund seeks 

 
Ecosystem Services are direct or 

indirect benefits that wildlife or 

ecosystems provide to people. 

Farmland Advantage is a 

program founded by Dave 

Zehnder and focuses on “working 

the land best, so the land works 

for all.” The idea behind the 

program is paying producers for 

the ecosystem services that they 

provide. Often agricultural lands 

do or have the potential to 

contribute to watershed and 

ecosystem integrity. This 

program uses GIS and local 

knowledge to target regions, 

ecosystems, and specific 

farmlands and approaches 

farmers to participate in the 

program. There is no application 

process. The program was first 

implemented in the East 

Kootenays in the Upper Columbia 

River area and is now reaching 

across British Columbia in several 

regions.  
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proposals from non-profits, First Nations and local governments that are evaluated and ranked 

by an expert committee and final decisions made by elected officials. The federal government 

has started a program that follows a different model where producers are asked what they could 

do with a set amount of funds and then producers are mentored on how to design and deliver 

their own projects.    

Local funding needs to have some flexibility to align with the length of time needed to obtain 

project permits and approvals. Funding for larger projects needs to be provided at project 

milestones so that producers are not expected to cover all costs upfront. 

 

8b. Establish conservation lands for extreme flood impacted floodplains 

There are a very small number of farms (or portions of a farm) where the risk of significant 

damage from flooding (excessive debris and sediment combined with infrastructure damage to 

irrigation systems) is very high and in these situations the agricultural production should be 

abandoned and the riverine natural processes (i.e.- flooding, bank erosion etc.) become 

unimpeded. In this situation creation of “working conservation lands” involving seasonal grazing 

at lower stocking levels should be implemented so the land could still contribute to local 

agricultural capacity while allowing for natural flood and riverine patterns that will provide 

environmental benefits. Taking floodplains completely out of production is generally not 

supported by agriculture or local governments.  

Where producers are willing, local government could have a role in initiating partnerships with 

environmental NGOs (such as KCP) with the capacity to facilitate parcel purchase by land trusts 

(Land Conservancy of BC, Southern Interior Land Trust [with no infrastructure present], or Nature 

Trust of BC [if SARA species present]). These organizations can access funds to complete riparian 

restoration work and then manage the lands for environmental benefit that could include 

livestock grazing.  

Properties that are less attractive to a land trust in their current state could be purchased by local 

governments who could implement riparian improvements and then sell the property to a land 

trust to manage at some point in the future.  

 

9. Encourage Province to explore potential to adjust lot lines through land swaps. 

Two producers suggested adjusting lot lines or land swaps to give the most highly impacted 

floodplains back to the province in exchange for lower impacted flood plain adjacent to or near 

the affected farms. This could serve to maintain agriculture capacity while also allowing high 

ecological value floodplains to be returned to the Province who can manage them for natural 

flood patterns. This has been done for non-ALR lands but it is unclear if there is a process to do 
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this or not when the land is in the ALR. The Agricultural Land Commission should be consulted to 

determine if this is possible and what the process is for ALR lands.  

 

10. Encourage the Province to update lot line mapping to reflect current watercourse channels.  

Rivers and streams migrate over time and the province updates the lot lines infrequently to 

reflect the new channel location. As the lines are adjusted some lots increase in size while others 

get smaller. The frequency of updating lot lines needs to increase since several proposed riparian 

restoration projects were not eligible to apply for funding under programs restricted to public 

land since the lot boundaries showed the location of work as private land. With updated lot lines 

to reflect the current channel location, the projects would then have been eligible to apply for 

funding since the proposed work was below the new high-water mark and under the jurisdiction 

of the Province. For a few projects locally, a survey was completed (paid by the landowner) to 

correct the lines early in the project planning. Re-surveying increases project costs for agricultural 

producers and will be a barrier for some producers if they are expected to pay the cost 

themselves.  
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