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1 Financing Collaborative Watershed Governance in British Columbia  
 
The following discussion paper focuses on exploring a wide range of financial mechanisms and models that 
could be utilized to support collaborative approaches to watershed governance in British Columbia. This work 
was initiated in 2011 and 2012 with funding from the BC Ministry of Environment. With the potential of the BC 
Water Sustainability Act – in development at the time – the Ministry recognized the importance of exploring 
financial mechanisms to assist in implementing the Act. Since that time, the Water Sustainability Act received 
royal assent in May 2014 with implementation expected to start in early 2016. Although much work is still 
required in terms of developing the numerous regulations to implement the Act, the need for enhanced financial 
resources remains. With funding from the BC Wildlife Federation (BCWF), the Fraser Basin Council has re-
focused its research on financial mechanisms and models. The draft discussion paper that follows is a result of 
this work. 
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2 Context  
 
This paper explores a wide range of financial mechanisms and models that may help to support, enable 
and/or strengthen collaborative watershed governance organizations in British Columbia.  
 
Though the constitutional authority to manage water resources primarily lies with the Province, there is a 
growing interest and need for collaborative approaches to watershed governance in BC. This has been 
emphasized in the rise of community-led, watershed organizations using area-based approaches since the 
1990s1. It has also been identified and expressed through several province-wide initiatives including Living 
Water Smart: BC’s Water Plan, provisions in BC’s Water Sustainability Act referring to ‘alternative governance 
arrangements’ (e.g., organizations outside the provincial government acquiring some degree of decision-making 
authority)2, the development of a Collaborative Watershed Governance Accord for BC, a 2012 Forum on 
Collaborative Watershed Governance in Vancouver and 2014 Forum in Duncan, and the numerous collaborative 
processes underway throughout BC including planning, governance, and stewardship efforts at local and 
regional scales. 
 
Managing water and watersheds is becoming increasingly difficult. Presently, a wide variety of water and land 
use decisions are made in ways that are isolated or fragmented. This has resulted in increased conflicts over 
water allocations across competing water uses, pressures on water quality and quantity for both surface and 
groundwater sources, and adverse impacts on ecosystem health and human uses of water. When it comes to 
managing watersheds, new, integrated and collaborative ways to make better local-level decisions are emerging 
which require further development and refinement.   
 
Currently, many organizations that lead or participate in collaborative governance are challenged by a lack of 
financial, human and information resources that are needed to support their activities and decisions. It is a 
particular challenge to secure funding for core operational activities that are fundamental to collaborative 
governance such as coordination among partners; liaison, outreach and engagement with stakeholders and the 
public; and strengthening of collaborative relationships as well as the associated administrative and overhead 
costs. Therefore, it is timely to review and evaluate a range of available and innovative mechanisms and models 
that strengthen the financial viability of collaborative governance organizations and their efforts to advance 
healthy watersheds and communities.   
 
The intent of this document is to provide an overview of funding mechanisms that are currently available and in 
use in BC. This paper is intended for watershed organizations and/or local governments, First Nations, NGOs 
and other entities or individuals that wish to participate in collaborative watershed governance and are seeking 
to secure the resources to do so. It may also be relevant to the Province of BC as it considers opportunities to 
enable alternative governance arrangements within the Water Sustainability Act. 
 
 

 

                                                
1 Brandes, O.M. & J. O’Riordan.  (2014).  ‘A Blueprint for Watershed Governance in British Columbia.’  POLIS Project on Ecological Governance.  
University of Victoria.  Accessed 9 Dec 2014.  http://poliswateproject.org/siltes/default/files/POLIS-Blueprint-web.pdf 	  
2 Province of British Columbia.  (2014).  ‘A Water Sustainability Act for BC Legislative Proposal.’  P. 63.  
http://engage.gov.bc.ca/watersustainabilityact/files/2013/10/WSA_legislative-proposal)web-doc.pdf 	  
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3 Purpose and Scope of this Document 
 
The purpose of this discussion paper is to explore the potential of a wide range of available and innovative 
financial mechanisms and models that enable, support and strengthen collaborative watershed governance 
organizations and initiatives throughout BC.  
 
Section 4 of this document provides an introduction to collaborative watershed governance (CWG). This is 
followed by Section 5, which outlines the range of governance activities that are addressed within the paper and 
identifies those governance activities that are considered beyond the scope of this paper (e.g., issuing water 
licenses). The activities deemed to be within scope are typically led by local or regional scale organizations and 
have been grouped into the following two categories: 

• Programs and Projects 
• Operations 

 
Section 6 of the discussion paper provides a description of several financial mechanisms that may be utilized in 
support of CWG organizations and initiatives. The financial mechanisms are described with some analysis in 
relation to their suitability to support CWG organizations and activities. In some cases, examples are provided to 
further illustrate the use of these mechanisms. For the purposes of this paper, the financial mechanisms have 
been grouped into the following categories: 

• Senior Government 
• Local Government (Municipalities and Regional Districts) 
• First Nations 
• Non-Government 
• Financial Management 
• Other 

 
Section 7 of the discussion paper then explores several different financial models that have been used to foster 
CWG. It is recognized that in many cases it is appropriate, and perhaps necessary, to combine a suite of different 
financial mechanisms into an overall model to support financial viability. Several case studies are profiled to 
illustrate different financial models, including: 

• Okanagan Basin Water Board 
• Grand River Conservation Authority 
• Regional District of Nanaimo 
• City of Portland  

 
Section 8 of the discussion paper highlights several conclusions and recommendations, including an analysis of 
the key attributes, strengths and limitations of different financial mechanisms in terms of different suitability 
criteria.  
 
Section 9 includes Appendices. The first appendix provides an example of a financial model for a hypothetical 
CWG organization to illustrate how different partner organizations can bring together different financial 
mechanisms to support their governance activities. This is based on the analysis of the discussion paper 
including observations from examples and case studies of collaborative watershed governance. Two additional 
appendices are included to provide more detail on social impact investing. 
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4 Introduction to Collaborative Watershed Governance 
 
Watershed governance refers to the institutional structures and processes that enable or constrain human uses of, 
and impacts on, watershed resources including water, land and other natural resources. It aims to govern for 
healthy, sustainable watersheds including the human communities and natural ecosystems that depend on them. 
Watershed governance considers who makes what decisions as well as how those decisions are made; therefore, 
it typically includes a wide range of activities across a variety of different agencies and organizations. In the 
broadest sense, it includes the full spectrum of policies, institutional arrangements, norms and values, and 
planning and implementation activities related to water, land and watersheds. 
 
Collaborative watershed governance refers to governance approaches, arrangements and structures that involve 
higher degrees of collaboration among organizations than has historically been the case. The organizations 
involved in governance are often determined by the nature, scope and scale of the issues that are being governed 
and their associated planning, policy and decision-making processes. For watershed governance, this commonly 
includes a mix of water, wastewater, and land use issues – and associated jurisdictions – within an entire 
watershed. Watersheds also include issues of water quality and quantity for both surface and groundwater 
resources. The geographic extent of the watershed issues of concern also influences governance arrangements. 
For example, is the watershed contained within a municipal boundary or does it extend into a broader regional 
scale, thereby including a more complex mix of land uses, tenures, stakeholders and jurisdictions? 
 
The effective facilitation and implementation of CWG can be significantly affected by the availability of human, 
financial and information resources. The ability of a watershed governance organization to implement its 
mandate and to carry out the required tasks is impacted by the adequacy of available funding. Because CWG 
requires long-term planning and ongoing program delivery the supporting financial mechanisms and models 
also need to be stable with some degree of predictability well into the future.  
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5 Collaborative Watershed Governance Activities 
This discussion paper focuses on two types of CWG activities that contribute significantly to maintaining and/or 
restoring the health, integrity and sustainability of watersheds. These are typically undertaken at the local or 
regional geographic scale by local or regional organizations and include: 

• Programs and Projects 
• Operations 

 
These operational and project-related activities are described in more detail below. A variety of other 
governance activities are also fundamental to managing watershed health and sustainability, but are considered 
beyond the scope of this paper such as policy, planning and operational decision-making activities under the 
authority of senior governments, as well as planning, construction, operations and maintenance of infrastructure 
under the authority of local governments such as drinking water, wastewater, drainage and flood protection 
infrastructure. Although some of the financial mechanisms or models discussed in this paper may relate to these 
broader governance activities, this paper focuses on the operational activities of CWG organizations as well as 
program and project activities that local or regional CWG organizations undertake and have authority over. 
Table 1 provides an overview of the governance activities, roles and responsibilities of different organizations, 
and available financial mechanisms within the scope of this discussion paper. 
 
The following is an overview of the range of collaborative watershed governance activities undertaken at the 
local and regional scale that directly or indirectly support the health of watersheds and the communities that 
depend upon them.  

5.1 Programs and Projects 
For the purposes of this discussion paper, “programs and projects” are considered to include those activities 
associated with various programs and projects that are undertaken by CWG organizations:  

• Projects that develop and disseminate information, tools and resources such as monitoring, mapping, 
assessments and technical studies, which inform decision makers, educate stakeholders and the public 
and influence behaviour to support healthy watersheds.  

• Program and project management functions, including but not limited to facilitation and development of 
local and regional scale planning, policy and decision making processes and other agreements (e.g. 
watershed management plans, Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs), Memoranda of Agreement 
(MOAs), co-management agreements, etc.); 

• Projects associated with the implementation of local and regional plans, policies and decisions, 
including watershed stewardship and restoration (e.g. riparian corridor management, stream 
rehabilitation, habitat restoration, public education, outreach and extension to encourage best practices 
among landowners and tenure holders); and, 

• Periodic review and update of plans and policies to assess progress and to make “course corrections” as 
necessary. 

5.2 Operations  
For the purposes of this discussion paper, “operations” are considered to include a variety of operational 
activities and associated costs that are necessary to support the core functioning of CWG organizations:  

• Management, coordination and administration of governance organizations and partners; 
• Liaison, trust-building and collaboration with provincial, federal, First Nations, regional and municipal 

governments as well as other organizations; 
• Communication, outreach, education, engagement and consultation with stakeholders such as land and 

water users and the public; 
• Financial management and administration including budget planning, fund development, annual reports, 

audits, management of human resources, payroll, contract management, etc.; and, 
• Overhead costs (office space, computers, utilities, etc.). 
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Table 1. Overview of Governance Activities, Organizations and Financial Mechanisms 
Governance Activities (What?) Organizations (Who?) Financial Mechanisms (How?) 
A. Operations   
• Management, coordination and administration of governance 

organizations and partners; 
• Liaison, trust building and collaboration with provincial, federal, First 

Nations, regional and municipal governments as well as other 
organizations; 

• Communication, outreach, education, engagement and consultation with 
stakeholders such as land and water users and the public; 

• Financial management and administration including budget planning, 
fund development, annual reports, audits, management of human 
resources, payroll, contract management, etc.; and, 

• Overhead costs (office space, computers, utilities, etc.). 
  

Local Governments 
(leadership or joint 
leadership roles) 

• Property / parcel taxes 
• Water pricing 
• Development cost charges 
• Utility fees 
• Resource recovery 
• Also eligible for government grants for 

programs and projects such as planning 
and technical studies 
 

First Nations 
(leadership or joint 
leadership roles) 

• Transfers from the federal government 
• Eligible for grant-based funding for 

specific projects from some government 
and nongovernment sources (including 
foundations and corporate donations) 

• Agreements with associated revenue 
sharing and/or investments from 
government and private sector. 

 
Nongovernmental 
Organizations 
(advisory or joint 
leadership roles) 

• Eligible for grant-based funding for 
specific projects from some government 
and nongovernment sources (including 
foundations and corporate donations). 
 

• Develops, implements, and monitors compliance with the legislation, 
regulations, policies and procedures pertaining to the operations of 
governance organizations such as the Local Government Act, Indian Act, 
Societies Act, Income Tax Act, etc.  

• Lead authority with respect to decision-making on Crown Lands, resource 
development decisions 

• Support role in liaison, coordination and collaboration with provincial, 
federal, First Nations, regional and municipal governments as well as 
other organizations; 

 

Provincial and Federal 
Governments  
(administrative oversight 
and support roles) 

• Taxation (income tax, GST/PST, carbon 
tax, gas tax, etc.) 

• Fees and rentals (water license fees, 
forestry stumpage, mining, oil and gas) 

• Recreation fees (provincial and national 
parks) 
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Table 1. (continued) 
 

  

Governance Activities (What?) Organizations (Who?) Financial Mechanisms (How?) 
B. Programs and Projects   
• Projects that develop and disseminate information, tools and resources 

such as monitoring, mapping, assessments and technical studies, which 
inform decision makers, educate stakeholders and the public and 
influence behaviour to support healthy watersheds.  

• Program and project management functions, including but not limited to 
facilitation and development of local and regional scale planning, policy 
and decision making processes and other agreements (e.g. watershed 
management plans, MOUs, MOAs, co-management agreements, etc.); 

• Projects associated with the implementation of local and regional plans, 
policies and decisions, including watershed stewardship and restoration 
(e.g. riparian corridor management, stream rehabilitation, habitat 
restoration, public education, outreach and extension to encourage best 
practices among landowners and tenure holders); and, 

• Periodic review and update of plans and policies to assess progress and to 
make “course corrections” as necessary. 
  

Local Governments 
(leadership or joint 
leadership roles) 

• Property / parcel taxes 
• Water pricing 
• Development cost charges 
• Utility fees 
• Resource recovery 
• Also eligible for government grants for 

programs and projects such as planning 
and technical studies 
 

First Nations 
(leadership or joint 
leadership roles) 

• Transfers from the federal government 
• Eligible for grant-based funding for 

specific projects from some government 
and nongovernment sources (including 
foundations and corporate donations) 

• Agreements with associated revenue 
sharing and/or investments from 
government and private sector. 
 

Nongovernmental 
Organizations 
(advisory or joint 
leadership roles) 

• Eligible for grant-based funding for 
specific projects from some government 
and nongovernment sources (including 
foundations and corporate donations). 
 

• Develops, implements, and monitors compliance with the legislation, 
regulations, policies, procedures and permits pertaining to the programs 
and projects of governance organizations such as the Water Act, Fisheries 
Act, Local Government Act, Indian Act, Instream Works permits, etc.  

• Technical advisory role in the development and implementation of local 
and regional watershed-related plans; 

• Lead authority with respect to decision-making on Crown Lands, resource 
development decisions 

• Coordination of referrals 

Provincial and Federal 
Governments  
(regulatory and advisory 
roles) 

• Taxation (income tax, GST/PST, carbon 
tax, gas tax, etc.) 

• Fees and rentals (water license fees, 
forestry stumpage, mining, oil and gas) 

• Recreation fees (provincial and national 
parks) 
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6 Financial Mechanisms for Collaborative Watershed Governance 

6.1 Introduction to Financial Mechanisms 
 
For this discussion paper a financial mechanism is described as: an institutional arrangement that results 
in the transfer of new or increased financial resources from those willing or able to pay for watershed 
governance goods and/or services, to those willing to provide the necessary goods and services.  
 
This section of the discussion paper profiles several different financial mechanisms that are presently available 
within BC or are innovations from other jurisdictions or sectors that warrant further consideration to support 
CWG. In some cases, examples demonstrating the mechanism are profiled. The financial mechanisms include: 
 
Senior Government 

1. Taxes and grants 
2. Fees and rentals  

 
Local Government 

3. Property / parcel taxes 
4. Discretionary Grants in Aid  
5. Water pricing 
6. Development cost charges 
7. Utility fees 
8. Resource recovery 

 
First Nations 

9. Impact Benefit Agreements  
10. Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 
11. Community to Community Funding (C2C) 

 
Non-Government (Foundations, Businesses and Individuals) 

12. Grants  
13. Social and Environmental Impact Investments  
14. In-Kind Contributions  
15. Academic Related Sources  

 
Financial Management 

16. Reserve Funds 
17. Trust Funds 
18. Revolving Funds 
19. Endowment Funds 

 
Other 

20. Recreational fees 
21. Paying for downstream benefits / ecosystem services 

 
In the following sub-sections of this discussion paper each of the financial mechanisms is described along with 
some examples.  
 
In evaluating the suitability of various financial mechanisms in relation to CWG activities, it is important to 
consider several key attributes. Key attributes were identified through research and discussion with CWG 
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organizations. Based on this research and discussion, it was determined that suitability should be assessed in 
relation to the following considerations. While it is not the intention of this paper to conduct a detailed 
evaluation of each financial mechanism using all suitability criteria, these are offered for consideration by CWG 
organizations as they develop the financial strategies appropriate for their particular circumstances. A 
preliminary analysis is provided in Table 2 and some general observations about how different financial 
mechanisms align with these criteria are offered in section 8.1 Conclusions 
 

1. Accessibility / Eligibility – The governance organization is eligible to access the funding or its partners 
enable access; 

2. Appropriateness – There is a clear rationale that links the origin of funding to its application in 
supporting governance activities (i.e. the beneficiary pays / the funder benefits / there is public and 
political support); 

3. Adequacy –Funding should substantially contribute towards the cost of the CWG activities; 
4. Stability – Funding should be reasonably reliable and predictable over multiple years and variable fiscal 

contexts; 
5. Autonomy – The governance organization has some autonomy in allocating funds in support of the 

activities it determines to be of priority; 
6. Flexible Timeline – The governance organization has some flexibility in allocating funds within a 

timeline that it deems appropriate, efficient and cost effective; and, 
7. Efficient Administration – The governance organization has the capacity to secure and administer the 

funding in an efficient, timely and cost effective manner, relative to the administrative requirements of 
the funder.   

 
No single financial mechanism is likely to achieve the full potential of the suitability criteria outlined above. In 
most cases, it will be appropriate, and perhaps necessary, to combine multiple financial mechanisms to fulfill the 
financial requirements of a CWG organization or initiative. Therefore it may also be appropriate to use these 
attributes or criteria to design and/or evaluate financial models that include multiple financial mechanisms.  
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6.2 Senior Government 

6.2.1 Taxes and Grants 
 
There are a variety of mechanisms through which taxes are collected as either general revenue or dedicated 
funds for specific purposes. Federal and provincial governments typically collect income tax, sales tax, and 
value-added taxes such as the Goods and Services Tax in Canada as their primary sources of general revenue. In 
some cases there are additional taxes, which are targeted towards certain consumers. In British Columbia, for 
example, taxes are also collected on gasoline, carbon emissions, cigarettes and alcohol. However, these targeted 
taxes could be considered as a form of user fees because they target specific types of consumption or use. In 
addition to traditional tax mechanisms, “green taxes”, could be implemented. For example, a tax could be 
applied to goods or activities that adversely impact environmental services (e.g., motorized outdoor recreation 
equipment).  
 
A targeted water-related tax does not exist in BC. Some environmental fees exist to help steward a variety of 
waste products in ways that contribute to protection of water (e.g. tires, used oil, car batteries); however, these 
do not provide a source of direct revenue for water management or governance. 
 

Gas Tax Funding 
 
In BC, opportunities exist for local governments and regional districts to access the Gas Tax Fund (GTF) under 
the Canada-British Columbia-Union of British Columbia Municipalities Agreement on the Transfer of Federal 
Gas Tax Revenues. The Gas Tax Agreement provides $1.63 billion of federal funding to BC communities 
between 2005 and 2014. There are two main types of GTF: allocated funding and pooled funding – both of 
which are required to support projects that lead to reduced Greenhouse Gas emissions, cleaner air and cleaner 
water. Allocated funding is based on a per-capita formula and delivers funds to local and regional governments 
twice annually. Local governments make local choices about which projects they will fund and report out 
annually on projects undertaken and their outcomes. Pooled funding utilizes three funding mechanisms for 
eligible recipients (municipalities): the General Strategic Priorities Fund (GSPF), the Innovations Fund (IF) and 
the Regionally Significant Priorities Fund (RSPF). GSPF and IF are application based funding that allocate 
Federal Gas Tax revenues for capital projects, capacity building and integrated community sustainability 
planning projects. The RSPF makes GTF available for eligible projects that are larger in scale or regional in 
impact and are identified as Tier 2 regions. Tier 2 regions include the following regional districts and their 
member municipalities: 

• Capital; 
• Central Okanagan; 
• Cowichan Valley; 
• Fraser Valley; 
• Nanaimo; 
• North Okanagan; 
• Okanagan Similkameen; and,  
• Squamish Lillooet. 

 
Gas Tax Funding is directed, through the GSPF, IF and RSPs, with eligible project categories having the ability 
to incorporate collaborative watershed management objectives into local projects such as local roads, bridges 
and tunnels development; water and wastewater infrastructure; and capacity building programs. Local roads, 
bridges and tunnel projects eligible for GTF are encouraged to enhance sustainability outcomes in new and 
rehabilitation projects and implement innovative technologies which could include the use of low-impact 
development components. Water and wastewater projects such as water conservation programs, stormwater 
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management upgrades and preservation of natural streams and habitat protection that improves water quality and 
aquatic habitats are also eligible for GTF. Finally, projects that build community capacity such as drought 
management plans, water conservation plans, and the planning/implementation of innovative environmental 
technologies in support of sustainability are also eligible for GTF. 
 
For more information, see the Union of BC Municipalities/Gas Tax website – 
http://www.ubcm.ca/EN/main/funding/renewed-gas-tax-agreement.html 
 
Examples – Multiple Municipalities and Regional Districts 
Water quality and management funded projects from GSPF-IF or RSP 2010-2014 include: 

• Cowichan Valley Regional District: Cowichan Basin Water Management Plan Implementation (Phase 
2) - GSPF $370,000; 

• Cowichan Valley Water Management and Governance Study – RSP $100,000; 
• Lumby: Integrated Watershed Sustainability Plan Phase 1 - GSPF $94,000; 
• Oak Bay: Bowker Creek Restoration - IF $738,000; 
• Okanagan-Similkameen Regional District: Similkameen Watershed Water Quantity/Quality 

Sustainability Plan - GSPF $500,000; 
• Radium Hot Springs: Water & Wastewater Services Sustainability Plan - GSPF $166,000;  
• Regional District of Nanaimo: Aquifer Storage Reservoir - IF $1,334,230; and, 
• Williams Lake: Overall Stormwater Management Project Phase 3 - IF $771,625 

 

6.2.2 Fees and Rentals 
User fees derive revenue directly from those that use, benefit from, or adversely impact a particular good, 
service or resource. Some common examples of fees and rentals include resource royalties, water licence fees, 
annual water rentals, waste discharge permit fees, fishing / hunting license fees, other recreational fees, and fines 
for non-compliance with environmental regulations.  

Water Licence Fees and Rentals   
The Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations currently collects water licence fees and annual 
water rentals from licensees.  Presently, as required under the Financial Administration Act, these funds go into 
provincial general revenue.  Current legislation limits the ability to dedicate these funds toward watershed 
governance.  Options would need to be explored to expand or further increase fees associated with water 
licences and the mechanisms needed to dedicate these revenues toward watershed stewardship, planning, 
management and governance to advance watershed sustainability.   
 
Within the Water Sustainability Act, increases to water licence fees and rentals were announced by government 
in February 2015.  With the coming into force of the Act early in 2016, application of fees and rentals to 
groundwater withdrawals will apply. Changes to water licence fees, annual water rentals and the extension of 
these fees to groundwater will strengthen the financial resources available to support implementation of the 
Water Sustainability Act and therefore sustainable watershed management.  
 
The fee / rental structure could also provide incentives for good water stewardship and management (e.g. water 
conservation) as well as disincentives for poor management practices (e.g. inefficient or wasteful water use).  
Changes or increases to water licence fees and rentals might be more likely to be accepted if the additional 
revenues collected were dedicated towards watershed sustainability, particularly if they were re-invested to 
manage water resources and watersheds within the community or region that they were collected. 
 
Both water licence application fees and annual water rentals are set in the Water Regulation.  Application fees 
are typically based on the quantity of water in the licence application and the specific purpose of its use.  Annual 
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rentals are payments for the use of the resource.  Most licensees typically pay based on their allocated volume 
rather than the amount they actually use.  
 
Figure 1.  Annual revenue and licensed volume by sector (2014)3.   
 

 
 
 
With the introduction of the new Water Sustainability Act, the Province is taking a principle-based approach to 
developing and rethinking fees and rentals.  These principles include the following: 

• Simplicity:  The approach and rationale for water pricing should be easy to understand and predictable.  
Individuals and businesses should also know how and when pricing could change so they can plan and 
budget their costs accordingly.   

• Fairness and equity:  Fairness is reflected in surface and groundwater being treated as one resource and 
subject to the same pricing structure.  In addition, similar uses of water should be subject to similar 
pricing.  Equitable pricing should reflect differences in the value of water based on the type of right 
granted, intended use, location or scarcity of the resource. 

• Implications for water users:  All British Columbians benefit directly and indirectly from BC’s water 
resources.  Pricing of water should distribute the costs of water management across users so that the 
effect on licensees and citizens is reasonable and manageable and enables business competitiveness.  

• Impact on the water resource:  Water pricing should reflect the impact of the intended purpose or 
activity on the resource.  For example, water that is consumed and removed from the watershed or 
aquifer should be assessed differently than non-consumptive uses. 

• Cost recovery:  Water pricing should support sustainable water management and generate sufficient 
revenue to recover the costs of managing the water resource.  This includes science, monitoring, 
planning and facilitating community involvement, regulation and enforcement.  Costs to users should 
also reflect a fair return to the Crown for use of a public resource.   

• Efficiency:  Water pricing should motivate users to demand only the amount of water that is required for 
the intended purpose.  Pricing should incent the use of non-potable water, encourage freshwater 
conservation, promote innovation and facilitate government’s efficient administration and management 
of the resource. 

                                                
3 Province of BC.  (2014).  ‘Pricing B.C.’s Water.’  Water Sustainability Act website.  Accessed 23 Jan 2015.  
http://engage.gov.bc.ca/watersustainabilityact/files/2014/03/Pricing-B.C.s-Water.pdf 	  
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• Food security and public health:  Water pricing should recognize the essential contribution of water to 
food security.  Food security is a prerequisite for healthy nutrition and foundational to human and 
community health.   

 

Conservation Surcharges 
Conservation surcharges can be applied to various licenses over and above the basic license fees to support a 
variety of different types of conservation projects. 
 
Example – Habitat Conservation Trust Fund (HCTF) 
The HCTF was established with dedicated funding obtained from conservation surcharges associated with 
licenses for hunting, angling, trapping, and guide outfitting. These resource users pay for conservation work 
beyond the license fees required by government for basic management of wildlife and fish resources. 
Conservation investments funded by HCTF surcharges are intended to benefit contributors by enhancing fish 
and wildlife resources. The projects funded by HCTF contribute to healthy and diverse populations of native 
fish and wildlife by improving knowledge, restoring or managing habitats, and enabling stewardship. Some 
limited research funding is also available where there is a direct application to the management or conservation 
of native fish, wildlife, and habitats. 
 
Example – Pacific Salmon Foundation (PSF) Conservation Stamps 
Proceeds from the sales of the federal conservation stamp on saltwater sport and commercial fishing licenses 
have been used for grants administered by PSF.  Any angler must purchase a new stamp each year and affix it to 
their tidal water license if they wish to retain any species of salmon.  From the sale of each conservation stamp, 
$1.00 of the proceeds is contributed to PSF to help support salmon restoration and enhancement efforts in BC.  
PSF also holds a competition annually for the design on the stamp.  PSF produces and sells limited edition prints 
of the winning painting each year to further assist fundraising for conservation efforts. 
 

6.3 Local Government 
In addition to property taxes, there are several financial mechanisms available to local governments such as 
development cost charges, drainage utilities and a wide variety of fees (e.g. building permit fees, water and 
sewer hookup fees, wastewater discharge fees, etc.).  

6.3.1 Property / Parcel Taxes 
 
The primary source of revenue for local governments (municipalities and regional districts) is property taxes. 
Local government property taxes are based on the Assessment Roll prepared by BC Assessment. This is an 
independent, provincial Crown Corporation, and is accountable to the Province of BC. The mandate of BC 
Assessment is to establish and maintain – on an annual basis – uniform real property assessments throughout BC 
in accordance with the Assessment Act. Assessors determine the market value of land and improvements and 
enter those values on the Assessment Roll. Once audited and authenticated by the Property Assessment Review 
Panel, BC Assessment presents the Assessment Roll to various tax jurisdictions such as municipal governments 
and regional districts. The Assessment Roll is used by tax jurisdictions to form the basis of their Tax Rolls.  
 
Parcel taxes are different from property taxes. Where used, they are typically applied in addition to basic 
property taxes for particular purposes. Parcel taxes can be either a flat rate per property or a variable rate based 
on assessed value. 
 



 

Discussion Paper - Prepared by the Fraser Basin Council – May 1, 2015  17 

In order for parcel taxes and other financial contributions to be established, watershed organizations must make 
the case that their activities may be deemed a service for the regional district.  All regional districts follow the 
same basic process to establish services4: 

1. The service is identified 
a. Ideas for services can be raised by regional district directors, citizens, municipal councils, 

municipal staff, the regional district board, and others 
2. A service feasibility study is undertaken  

a. The study aims to confirm the following: 
i.  The proposed service has a clear purpose 

ii. The proposed service has a defined and agreed-upon scope 
iii. The parties agree on a way to share costs 
iv. The parties agree on how the service should be governed 
v. The parties agree on a process for service review 

vi. A start-up plan has been developed 
vii. Support among elected officials is broad 

3. If deemed feasible, a service establishing bylaw is developed 
4. Adoption of the bylaw  

a. This begins with an initial vote by the Regional District Board of Directors  
b. The Province’s Inspector of Municipalities may then approve the bylaw 
c. Finally, the electorate in the appropriate service jurisdictions must approve the bylaw through 

one of the following: 
i. Voting in a Referendum (see the Regional District of Nanaimo example below); 

ii. Participating in an Alternative Approval Process (see the Shawnigan Basin Society 
example below); or  

iii. Approval may be given on behalf of a participating area by the Municipal Council, the 
Electoral Area director or the Board. 
 

Example – Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) 
Through referendum, the RDN applied a flat rate parcel tax for Electoral Areas within the RDN to support its 
Drinking Water and Watershed Protection (DWWP) Action Plan. It was initially conceptualized as “a dollar for 
water” meaning it was proposed to raise $1/month per area resident, approximately $25-$30 per residence per 
year. Since its inception, however, the RDN DWWP service has evolved into a full region-wide service, which 
includes all seven Electoral Areas and four municipalities.  The result is that Electoral Area and municipal 
residents pay $8 per parcel per year to the DWWP service.  The DWWP team does have the flexibility to 
approach the RDN Board of Directors if there is a justifiable case for this rate to increase. 
 
This parcel tax provides a sustainable source of funding for the DWWP program.  It has also been useful in 
creating new partnerships with and attracting resources from entities such as the Province.  The DWWP 
program currently has seven program areas within its Action Plan: 

• Public awareness and involvement  
• Water resources inventory and monitoring  
• Management of land use and development  
• Watershed management planning 
• Management of water use 
• Management of water quality  
• Climate change  

 

                                                
4	  Union	  of	  BC	  Municipalities.	  	  (2005).	  	  ‘Introduction	  to	  Regional	  Districts:	  	  Communities	  in	  Partnership.’	  p.	  7.	  
http://www.rdmw.bc.ca/media/Regional%20District%20Toolkit%20-‐%20Booklet-‐Intro%20to%20RDs.pdf	  	  
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For more information see the RDN’s DWWP program website – www.dwwp.ca 
 
Example - Shawnigan Basin Society Annual Financial Contribution Services Establishment  
Through an Alternative Approval Process5, the Cowichan Valley Regional District (CVRD) approved a 
financial contribution for the Shawnigan Basin Society located in Electoral Area B (Shawnigan Lake) in January 
2014.  This earmarks $50,000 annually or an amount equal to that raised via property value tax ($0.0323 per 
$1000 of net taxable value of land and improvements within the service area)6.  The maximum cost to 
residential property owners with an assessed property value of $100,000, for example, would be approximately 
$2.98 per annum.  These funds are intended to assist in the following activities:   

• Development of a watershed master plan; 
• Development of a basin data bank; 
• Implementation of watershed ecological and hydrological studies essential to the plan; 
• Ongoing public engagement; 
• Coordination of government agency activities in the watershed 
• Interface fire protection planning and fuel management programs in critical areas; and, 
• Local funding leverage for applications to outside foundations and government infrastructure programs.   

 
Example – Easy Kootenay Regional District – Columbia Valley Local Conservation Fund 
The Columbia Valley Local Conservation Fund was set up to provide local financial support for important 
projects that contribute to the conservation of valuable natural areas; one step towards restoring and preserving a 
healthy physical environment.  The participants in the Conservation Fund Service are Electoral Areas F and G, 
District of Invermere, and Villages of Radium Hot Springs and Canal Flats.  On an annual basis, about $230,000 
is raised through a $20 tax on each parcel of land in the Columbia Valley.  The funds are pooled and allocated to 
governments.  For service delivery, the RDEK has partnered with the East Kootenay Conservation Program 
(EKCP), which is a partnership of 54 conservation organizations, industries and government agencies dedicated 
to conserving natural areas for Kootenay communities.  The themes for the Fund are water conservation, 
wildlife and habitat conservation and open space conservation.7 
 

6.3.2 Discretionary Grants in Aid 
 
These are one-time grants awarded to community non-profit organizations operating within an Electoral Area of 
a regional district whose activities benefit the regional district.  These are often for social, recreational and/or 
cultural activities, which may apply to some projects undertaken by registered watershed organizations.  
Organizations that are being funded directly or on an ongoing basis by taxation are not eligible to apply.  
 
The authority for regional districts to distribute grants-in-aid are enabled by two sections in the Local 
Government Act: 

• Sec. 176(1)(c):  the Regional District may provide assistance for the purpose of benefiting the 
community.   

• Sec. 804(2)(g):  a grant may be charged to the electoral area benefiting from the assistance  
 

Although each regional district will have its own policies on the application review and distribution of grants-in-
aid, the following factors are often considered: 

• Purpose for which the funding is required; 

                                                
5 Cowichan Valley Regional District.  (2014).  ‘Results of Alternative Approval Process – ‘CVRD Bylaw No 3737 – Shawnigan Basin Society Annual 
Financial Contribution Service Establishment Bylaw, 2014.’ CVRD Staff Report.  http://cvrd.bc.ca/DocumentCenter/View/62053 	  
6 Cowichan Valley Regional District website.  (2013).  ‘CVRD Bylaw No. 3737 – Shawnigan Basin Society Annual Financial Contribution.’  
http://www.cvrd.bc.ca/index.aspx?NID=1789 	  
7 Union of BC Municipalities.  2012. 2012 Community Excellence Awards.  http://www.civicinfo.bc.ca/practices_innovations/p-ekrd.pdf 	  
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• What funding opportunities have been considered, (i.e. fundraising, grants from senior levels of 
government, etc.)? 

• Benefits to the community as a whole; 
• Amount of grant requested; 
• Whether or not the applicant has previously received assistance from the Regional District of Bulkley-

Nechako; and 
• Whether or not there is an opportunity for individuals to make direct contributions. 

A committee or commission of the Board of Directors receive and review applications and propose 
recommendations to the Electoral Area director who then accepts or denies requests.  

Example – Regional District of East Kootenay 
 
Discretionary Grants in Aid funds are raised through two sources: (1) taxation of each electoral area and/or 
municipality and (2) from monies received as part of the BC Hydro Grant in Lieu of Taxes.  Funds raised in one 
electoral area can only be spent on projects in the same area and distribution of these funds is at the discretion of 
each Electoral Area director.   
 
Community groups and organizations can apply for a these grants to help offset costs such as operating expenses 
to purchasing equipment and supporting participation in or hosting events.   
 
For examples of organizations supported by Discretionary Grants in Aid in the RDEK - 
http://www.rdek.bc.ca/departments/community/dgia/  
 

6.3.3 Water Pricing 
 
Water pricing is one mechanism by which local or regional water suppliers can recover costs and raise revenue 
for water management. Revenues can be secured either through flat rates, volume-based water pricing, or block 
pricing. Volume-based rates have the added benefit of encouraging water conservation and efficient water use 
because consumers pay more for higher volumes of water use. Block pricing involves a basic rate for an initial 
volume of water use. Beyond that initial volume of use, a higher rate is charged. Fee structures need to consider 
equity provisions to avoid economic hardship for low-income residents. Fee structures also need to consider 
revenue stability. 
 

6.3.4 Development Cost Charges (DCCs)  
DCCs have been used in some BC communities to support operational initiatives in water management. 
Traditionally, these have been applied to development related costs such as extending water, wastewater and 
stormwater infrastructure to service a new development. However, some municipalities are applying DCCs in an 
innovative way to finance water and watershed management programs.  
 
Examples – Oliver and Surrey, BC 
As a pilot project, the town of Oliver, BC received approval to use DCC funds collected from new development 
towards metering existing homes, with the rationale of achieving water savings by metering existing customers 
to service new customers. DCCs have also been a key part of the City of Surrey’s strategy to build sustainable 
drainage infrastructure. Surrey has used the funds to pay for a roadside storm water management swale/multi-
use greenway in new developments. These DCCs will be used in lieu of the usual DCCs to purchase 5-6% of the 
area for the purposes of a detention pond. 
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6.3.5 Utility Fees  
Municipal drainage utilities can be formed as an alternate source of securing dedicated funding. This involves 
establishing an area that benefits from services that will be provided through a utility (e.g. drainage and the 
environment). Residents of that area contribute towards the capital works, operations and maintenance of the 
utility. The benefit of creating a drainage utility is that the funds will go directly towards stormwater 
management programs and do not come out of the local government’s general property tax revenues. The utility 
budget is separate from the general budget of the local government. 
 
Example – Surrey, BC 
The City of Surry has established a drainage utility to strengthen its financial ability to invest in a wide range of 
drainage, environmental and flood protection infrastructure. See also 3. Case Studies of Financial Models – City 
of Portland’s Stormwater Utility. 

6.3.6 Resource Recovery 
 
Many local governments and private sector operations are reducing costs and/or raising revenue through 
resource recovery. Resource recovery involves the recovery and utilization of resources that were previously 
considered as waste products. Some examples include landfill gas, sewage treatment gas, heat energy, etc.). In 
principle, the cost savings associated with resource recovery could be directed towards water and watershed 
governance. 
 
Example – Prince George, BC 
The City of Prince George installed Canada’s first project to use microturbines to convert compressed methane 
sewage gas into power and heat at the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant. Thanks to this technology, the plant 
will generate about 40% of its own power and all of the heat required for wastewater treatment. Annual 
greenhouse gas emissions will drop from 2,800 tonnes to about 50 tonnes (less than 2% of former emissions), 
with potential for an additional 25 tonnes of annual greenhouse gas reduction from heat-energy savings. The 
total cost of the project was about $661,000. With energy cost savings of about $78,000 per year, the City 
estimates it will only take 8.5 years to recover the investment. 
 
Example – Victoria, BC 
Dockside Green is a mixed-use residential and commercial real estate development in Victoria, BC.  It has been 
ranked LEED Platinum and includes a community energy system and wastewater treatment plant on site.  100% 
of the wastewater is treated on-site and reuse is over 30 million gallons per year.  The water is used for 
irrigation, toilet flushing, and other non-potable applications.  This results in a savings of approximately $80,000 
per year in water purchases, a major decrease in potable water usage and residents are exempt from sewage fees 
due to sewer-heat capture through the community energy system.  (For more information see 
http://www.docksidegreen.com/).  
 

6.4 First Nations  
First Nations have a unique relationship with water including cultural, spiritual, economic, stewardship, 
governance and rights-based aspects8.  Communities undertaking governance and planning processes have 
access to various funding mechanisms.   
 
 
 

                                                
8 Centre for Indigenous Environmental Resources (CIER).  (2011).  ‘First Nations Integrated Watershed Planning.’  p.1.  Accessed 16 Feb 2015.  
http://www.yourcier.org/uploads/2/5/6/1/25611440/fniwp_getting_started.pdf 	  
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6.4.1. Impact Benefits Agreements  
Impact benefit agreements (IBAs) are formal contracts outlining the impacts of mining, hydroelectric 
developments, parks or protected areas, or other development projects, the commitment and responsibilities of 
the compan(ies) and Aboriginal communities involved and how the Aboriginal community will share in benefits 
of the operation (e.g. employment, economic development, royalties, etc.). Companies negotiate IBAs in order 
to secure access to resources or lands claimed by Aboriginal communities through potential or established 
Aboriginal or treaty rights.   
 
IBAs generally deal with environmental management of projects during their various phases such as 
construction, operation, decommissioning and rehabilitation.  If Aboriginal communities negotiate 
environmental provisions in IBAs, the emphasis is often placed on creating the greatest possible Indigenous 
influence over environmental management of project activities, which can ensure indigenous people are able to 
practice traditional laws and customs and exercise the full range of connection to their territory9.  This can 
include the protection, compensation and/or remediation of watershed ecosystems and potentially watershed 
governance and planning processes. 
 

6.4.2 Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Funding 
2014 Economic Action Plan  
 
In the 2014 Economic Action Plan, the Government of Canada has proposed $323.4 million over two years to 
continue to implement the First Nations Water and Wastewater Action Plan introduced in 2008.  Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development Canada’s (AANDC) water and wastewater programming is provided to First 
Nations communities on reserve as well as to eligible Treaty and Self-Governing First Nations.  First Nations 
are the owners and operators of community infrastructure on reserve and can receive funding for the operation 
and maintenance of community water and wastewater infrastructure assets.  Communities can also receive 
minor capital funding for construction, acquisition, renovation and repair projects valued below $1.5 million and 
major capital funding for specific proposal-driven projects valued above $1.5 million10.   
 
AANDC’s Capital Facilities and Maintenance (CFM) Program 
 
AANDC provide funding and advice to help Yukon and Northern BC Indian Act First Nations deliver and 
maintain community infrastructure.  The CFM program supports construction, renovation and planning of new 
infrastructure.  Funds are also available to operate and maintain existing infrastructure in three main areas: 
housing, water and wastewater and other infrastructure11.   
 
 

6.4.3 Community to Community Funding (C2C) 
 
Under the program, up to $5,000 in matching funds are available to allow First Nation and local government 
elected officials to meet to discuss common goals and pursue opportunities for joint action.  The goal of the C2C 
program is increased understanding and improved overall relations between First Nations and local government 
advanced by tangible outcomes.  C2C Forum events can take many forms and can include topics such as 

                                                
9 Gibson, G.  and O’Faircheallaigh, C.  (2011).  ‘IBA Community Toolkit:  Negotiation and Implementation of Impact and Benefit Agreements.’ p. 160.  
Accessed 16 February 2015.  http://gordonfoundation.ca/sites/default/files/publications/IBAToolkit_web.pdf 	  
10 Canada’s Economic Action Plan.  (2014).  ‘First Nations Water Infrastructure.’  Accessed 16 Feb 2015.  http://actionplan.gc.ca/en/initiative/first-
nations-water-infrastructure 	  
11 Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada.  (2012).   ‘Capital Facilities and Maintenance (CFM) Program.’   Accessed 16 February 2015.  
https://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1334078434913/1334078491939 	  
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relationship building, reconciliation, economic development, infrastructure planning, land use and resource, 
community development and service delivery12.   
 

6.5 Non-Government 

6.5.1 Grants 

Charities and Foundations 
There are numerous registered charities and not-for-profit foundations that collect and disperse revenues 
towards water and watershed management, among other things. Registered charities and foundations typically 
raise funds from donations provided by businesses and individuals. They are able to issue tax receipts, which 
enables the donor – individual or corporation – to apply those receipts to reduce their taxable income. The 
registered charities and foundations may distribute a portion of the funds to a wide variety of activities. In some 
cases the donors have influence over how their donations are to be spent.  
 
Example – Vancouver Foundation 
Community foundations are charitable organizations dedicated to improving communities in specific 
geographical areas. They do this by pooling the charitable gifts of donors to create endowment funds and using 
the investment income to make grants. Some community foundations support a city, while others like the 
Vancouver Foundation, the largest community foundation in Canada, support initiatives throughout an entire 
province. The Vancouver Foundation provides funding for projects in a number of areas, including the 
environment. From 2011 to 2014, there will be a particular focus on freshwater and habitat protection. In the 
area of freshwater, the Vancouver Foundation is interested in strategies that strive for the long-term 
sustainability, protection and resilience of water quality and flows.   
 
Example – The Real Estate Foundation of BC (REFBC) 
The Real Estate Foundation of BC receives interest from pooled real estate deposits held in trust by real estate 
brokerages through provisions in the Real Estate Services Act.  These funds are made available to non-profit 
organizations, as well as local and First Nations governments and academic institutions through grants that 
enable work related to building sustainable communities in three focus areas:  freshwater, sustainable food 
systems and well-planned build environments.  (For more information, see the REFBC website - 
http://www.refbc.com/)  
 
Example – Municipalities, First Nations and other entities as qualified donees  
Under the Income Tax Act, Canada Revenue Agency has identified municipalities13, First Nations and other 
entities14 within each province that are eligible to receive donations and are eligible to issue official charitable 
tax receipts.  This can be a way to attract financial donations from industry and/or businesses. Funds may flow 
through the designated entity to another entity such as a collaborative watershed organization.   

Businesses and Corporations 
Many businesses and corporations make financial or in-kind donations to community-based initiatives. This 
form of corporate social (and environmental) responsibility can offer many direct benefits to communities as 
well as the business. It can help to strengthen the relationship the business has with the community within which 

                                                
12 Union of BC Municipalities.  (2014).  ‘Community to Community Funding Announced.’  Accessed 16 February 2015.  
http://www.ubcm.ca/EN/meta/news/news-archive/2014-archive/community-to-community-funding-announced.html 	  
13 Canada Revenue Agency.  (2013).  ‘List of Municipalities – British Columbia.’  Accessed 27 April 2015.  http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/chrts-gvng/qlfd-
dns/qd-lstngs/mncplts-bc-lst-eng.html  
14 Canada Revenue Agency.  (2015).  ‘List of municipal or public bodies performing a function of government in Canada registered as qualified donees.’  
Accessed 27 April 2015.  http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/chrts-gvng/qlfd-dns/qd-lstngs/mncplpblcbds-lst-eng.html  
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it operates. Demonstrating itself as a good corporate citizen can also attract investors, shareholders and partners 
that share similar values. And of course corporate donations can also provide tax benefits to the corporation.  
 
Example – RBC Blue Water Project 
The RBC Blue Water Project is an example of a private business (RBC), making significant donations in 
support of water and watershed resources. The RBC Blue Water Project is a 10-year, $50 million philanthropic 
commitment to supporting organizations that protect watersheds and ensure access to clean drinking water in 
Canada and abroad to foster a culture of water stewardship. Since 2007, RBC has committed more than $28 
million in single and multi-year grants to over 400 organizations. For example, Tides Canada accessed a RBC 
Blue Water Project grant of $500,000 to fund conservation management and sustainable economic development 
in First Nations communities in the Great Bear Rainforest. Another example is the Nicola Watershed 
Community Roundtable, which used its RBC Blue Water Project grant to complete a four-year water use 
management plan. Community residents, First Nations, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada, the BC 
Ministry of Environment and other interested stakeholders developed goals, and outlined 37 recommendations 
to ensure a sustainable supply of high quality water.  For more information, please see the website at: 
http://bluewater.rbc.com/  
 
Example – HSBC Water Programme 
The HSBC Water Programme was launched in 2012 with a $100 million US investment over five years.  It is a 
partnership with three NGOs – World Wildlife Fund, WaterAid and Earthwatch and aims to benefit 
communities in need and provide information for more efficient management of vital freshwater resources.  
FreshWater Watch is one of the initiatives of the Programme that aims to involve 100,000 people to learn about 
and safeguard the quality and supply of freshwater and centralize this information in a global database.  (For 
more information about the HSBC Water Programme - http://earthwatch.org/scientific-research/special-
initiatives/freshwater-watch-and-the-hsbc-water-programme) 
 

Individuals 
There are a variety of ways that individual contributions can be secured to support watershed management and 
governance such as membership fees, annual fundraising events, small and large donations, and planned giving 
and bequests. Local organizations can spearhead their own outreach to individuals or individual donations can 
be coordinated through existing charities or non-profit societies. 
 
Non-profit Societies or Foundations can either flow individual donations into general revenue or the gift can be 
targeted. For example, individual gifts received by the David Suzuki Foundation, flow into general revenue to 
conduct a suite of initiatives, whereas the Vancouver Foundation links individual gifts to charities and initiatives 
based on an individual’s chosen cause or interest in an innovative project. The Vancouver Foundation also 
allows individuals to pool their money with other donors through the Community Impact Fund. This is a fund 
where donors come together and combine their money to address emerging local challenges, while funding 
important, leading-edge initiatives that have been endorsed by experts in a particular field.  Another example of 
pooling individual gifts to address an issue is RBC’s ONE DROP benefit event, which coordinated individual 
donations and corporate sponsorships to raise $300,000. These funds will be used to finance ONE DROP Project 
India as well as raise awareness among people and communities about water-related issues, both locally and 
globally.  
 
Example – Crowdfunding Campaigns 
Crowdfunding is newer approach to raising funds for a project through contributions from large numbers of 
individual donors, typically through online social media networks (e.g. Facebook and Twitter) and 
crowdfunding platforms such as Kickstarter, Indiegogo, Naturfunding (a partnership between Indiegogo and 
Naturelink) and Dana.io.  Though this kind of fundraising method may not be appropriate for longer-term 
initiatives such as collaborative watershed governance processes and/or planning, it can be a useful tool to both 



 

Discussion Paper - Prepared by the Fraser Basin Council – May 1, 2015  24 

raise funds for projects with specific deliverables.  In addition, when these campaigns are paired with a longer-
term communications and engagement strategy, it can raise the profile of an organization/initiative and increase 
the list of future donors and supporters.     
 

6.5.2 Social and Environmental Impact Investing  
Impact investing is a form of socially and environmentally responsible investing that includes a range of finance 
and investment tools that have a goal of generating both financial return and benefit to society.  Impact investing 
differs slightly from Socially Responsible Investing (SRI) in that impact investments are made in organizations 
whose core mandate is to do social or environmental good, while the focus of SRI is traditionally organizations 
that employ high standards of social responsibility.  Impact investments can address social and environmental 
challenges such as: 

• Clean technology financing:  green infrastructure, alternative energy, energy conservation; 
• Water infrastructure: water supply, management, and water quality challenges  
• Community economic development investments:  affordable housing, Aboriginal-led business, social 

enterprises  
• Impact investing products/vehicles:  social impact bonds (SIBs), green bonds  

 
For current examples of social impact investments, see Appendix 9.2. 
 

 
Figure 2:  Social Impact Bond Model15.    
 
Environmental Impact Bonds (EIBs), a newer type of impact investing, builds off of the approaches of SIBs and 
explores ‘pay-for-performance’ (PFP) contracts to address environmental issues16. Similar to SIBs, the pay-for-
performance mechanism will be government (or another contracting entity) paying an agreed-upon return if 
impact performance targets, specified in an investment contract, are met.  Investors are paid a return based on 
the amount of future cost savings generated by a particular project or intervention.  For example, a private 
investment firm that provides an upfront investment for riparian restoration to improve water quality would be 
paid principal and a return based on the cost savings compared to the construction and maintenance of man-
made infrastructure such as water treatment facilities.  In order to determine the applicability of an EIB to 
address water related issues, such as water quality improvement the project must have the following criteria: 

                                                
15 Deloitte.  (2012). Paying for outcomes: solving complex societal issues through Social Impact Bonds.  Accessed 27 Jan 
2015.  http://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/ca/Documents/insights-and-issues/ca-en-insights-issues-paying-for-outcomes.pdf  
16 Nicola, D.J. (2013).  ‘Environmental Impact Bonds.’  Centre for the Advancement of Social Entrepreneurship, Duke University.  Case i3, Working 
Paper #1.  http://sites.duke.edu/casei3/files/2013/03/CASEi3_EIB_Report_FINAL-links.pdf  
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• Standardized metrics – Is there a standardized, scientifically-verified metric that can be 
accurately measured either annually or at the end of the EIB contract term? 

• Consistent annual payments – What does the revenue stream look like?  Are payments annual 
and predictable?   

• Required regulation – Does government regulation drive compliance and associated payment 
streams?  Can the program survive without government intervention? 

 
In BC, changes to the Business Corporations Act in 2013 have created regulations to enable the creation of 
Community Contribution Companies (C3), a new business model that allows companies to give back to the 
community while still making profit.  C3s have an ‘asset lock’ which caps dividends paid to shareholders at 
40%.  The remaining 60% of annual profits must go to causes that benefit the community.  A C3 is allowed to 
transfer its assets without restrictions to charities and community service co-operatives as well as First Nations 
and Aboriginal groups17. 
 
To become a C3, companies need to submit a Name Request, Notice of Alteration from BC Company to 
Become a CCC and/or an incorporation application through BC Registry Services18. Once these forms have 
been submitted and approved, the C3 will be registered.  Provisions in the Business Corporations Act19 provide a 
list of qualified entities to which the C3 can transfer its assets and sets out details that must be disclosed in the 
annual community contribution report.  Accelerating Social Impact CCC Ltd. is one of the first examples of a 
C3 since the regulations were passed in 2013 (http://asiccc.ca/).  
 
These changes in legislation can have several implications for industrial corporations who seek a social license 
to operate in communities.  By establishing a C3 structure, industries can adopt models such as those of the Real 
Estate Foundation of BC and the Law Foundation whereby revenue streams can be linked to local impacts.   
 
Opportunities and Challenges  
 
With the challenges of decreasing government revenues and capacity to deliver on social and environmental 
mandates, social impact investing is one approach that may help to address some these gaps as well as 
encourage innovation in service delivery. However, social impact investing is a relatively new financial 
mechanism that is untested in its application to collaborative watershed governance. Therefore there are some 
cautions to consider related to this new approach.   
 
First, measuring outcomes for social and environmental projects can be complex as these problems are often 
multi-faceted, multi-dimensional and go beyond funding cycle timelines.  Investors are likely to opt for 
simplistic, ‘in-time’ outcome measures and less risky activities with more potential for high profitability.  With 
respect to water, projects would likely need to result in discrete, tangible outcomes, which can be easily 
evaluated (e.g. infrastructure projects, habitat restoration).  Projects such as watershed governance and/or 
planning processes as well as education and outreach activities are less likely to be funded through these 
investment approaches as they require more time to realize outcomes which are themselves, difficult to quantify 
(e.g. measuring behaviour changes, capacity, social capital and new partnerships, etc.). 
 
Second, concerns have been raised that the growth in social impact investing and similar financial tools may 
result in the retrenchment of government oversight, budgetary obligations and responsibilities.  In the case of 
C3s, arms-length monitoring and external oversight of project goals is unclear raising concerns related to a 
potential reduction in transparency and accountability.    
 

                                                
17 Ministry of Finance.  (2015).  ‘Questions and Answers: Community Contribution Companies (C3s).’  Accessed 12 Jan 2015.  
http://www.fin.gov.bc.ca/prs/ccc/caq.htm 	  
18 Ibid.  http://www.fin.gov.bc.ca/prs/ccc/caq.htm 	  
19 Province of BC.  (2014).  Business Corporations Act.  Accessed 12 Jan 2015.  http://www.bclaws.ca/Recon/document/ID/freeside/02057_00 	  
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Evaluation and metrics for social impact  
 
Measuring social and environmental impacts are a challenge because there is no single consistent measurement 
standard.  Some common systems of measuring and reporting include: 

• Impact Reporting and Investment Standards (IRIS):  IRIS provides a standardized measurement 
framework and a set of definitions for social, environmental and financial performance.  The IRIS 
initiative has involved the development and refinement of standards, (http://iris.thegiin.org/) 

• Global Impact Investing Rating System (GIIRS): GIIRS represents a set of third-party assessments of the 
social and environmental impact of both companies and funds.  Using a series of key performance 
indicators and guided by the IRIS definitions, the GIIRS assessment looks at four performance areas: 
governance, workers, community and environment. (http://b-analytics.net/giirs-ratings/) 

• Social Return on Investment (SROI):  a principles-based methodology to put a monetary value on the 
benefits that result from social or environmental initiatives. (http://www.sroi-canada.ca/).  

 

6.5.3 In-Kind Contributions 
In-kind contributions can provide significant resources to various projects. In-kind contributions can include 
donations of labour, equipment, supplies, information and other resources. All of these resources have financial 
value and would require revenue if they were not donated on an in-kind basis. In-kind contributions can be 
substantial. There are hundreds of stewardship and restoration projects that have been undertaken throughout 
BC that have benefited from in-kind contributions. Most grant programs require some degree of matching funds, 
and some grant programs consider in-kind contributions to be eligible as matching funds. 

6.5.4 Academic Related Sources  
Partnerships with universities and research institutes can enable access to funding through various research 
grants such as the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council20 (SSHRC), Canadian Institute of Health 
Research21 (CIHR) and the Canadian Water Network22 (CWN).  Though much of these grants will be focused on 
funding research, some funds may be earmarked to support governance processes such as meeting venues, 
catering, grants for First Nations participation and other logistical costs. 

                                                
20 Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council .  ‘Funding’.  Accessed 27 April 2015.  http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/funding-financement/index-
eng.aspx#  
21 Canadian Institute of Health Research.  ‘Funding Overview.’  Accessed 27 April 2015.  http://www.cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/37788.html  
22 Canadian Water Network.  ‘Research Funding Announcement 2013.’  Accessed 27 April 2015.  http://www.cwn-rce.ca/news/research-funding-
announcement-2013/  
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6.6 Financial Management 

6.6.1 Reserve Funds 
A reserve fund refers to money that is earmarked or kept apart from general revenue for attaining specific goals 
in the future. This mechanism can be particularly important to address uncertainty related to other sources of 
revenue, which may be beyond the control of an organization. Reserve funds can be particularly helpful in 
ensuring that funding is available over a multi-year period. This approach can avoid the year-to-year budget 
swings that come with shifting political priorities, economic volatility, or fluctuating grants. 
 
Example – Region of Peel, Ontario 
Reserve funds can be established by implementing changes in service delivery systems (e.g., contracting out a 
regional service), which can sometimes translate into savings for a local government. In the Region of Peel, in 
Ontario, such a savings translated into a permanent, annual cost reduction of 1.5% on water rates. Staff 
commitment and forward thinking leadership enabled these savings to be channeled into a fund, which is not 
constrained by the normal budget cycle.  

6.6.2 Trust Funds 
Similar to reserve funds, trust funds are established for a specified purpose and are often used to provide 
financial certainty over a multi-year period that can avoid shifting priorities from year to year. A trust fund is a 
fund comprised of a variety of assets intended to provide benefits to an individual or organization. The trust 
fund is established by a grantor to provide financial security to an individual, or organization, such as a charity 
or other non-profit organization. The recipient of a trust fund will receive a yearly income from the fund. Trust 
funds are typically managed by a Board of Trustees in a manner appropriate to the trust fund's specifications.  
 
Example – Habitat Conservation Trust Fund 
As one of the changes related to modernizing the Wildlife Act, in April of 1980, the BC government announced 
its intention to create a new fund to invest in the enhancement of fish and wildlife populations and their habitats. 
To date, more than $120 million has been invested through the HCTF. The HCTF has two sources of revenue: 

1. Nominal surcharges on angling, hunting, guiding, trapping and freshwater fishing licences - this revenue 
is used for enhancement projects; and, 

2. An allocation from the interest generated from the province’s Crown Land Account - this revenue is 
used to acquire habitats of ecological significance. (The Crown Land Account was a revolving fund that 
developed and sold Crown Lands). 

The HCTF can also raise funds through other means, enabling flexibility if these sources are no longer available.  

6.6.3 Revolving Funds 
A revolving loan fund is a self-replenishing pool of money, utilizing interest and principal payments on old 
loans to issue new ones. While the majority of revolving loans support local businesses, some target specific 
areas such as healthcare, minority business development, and environmental cleanup. 
 
Community development banks are financial institutions that in some cases provide a non-profit revolving loan 
fund that provides loans at lower rates, and to ventures too small or too risky to qualify for loans from traditional 
banks. With respect to watershed governance, a revolving loan fund could be established whereby stewardship 
groups could borrow from it to secure both working land and high-priority conservation land. The revenue 
stream generated by the working land could be used to repay the loan used to purchase both the working land 
and the conservation land. In essence the working land would subsidize the conservation of high-priority 
ecological land. 
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Example – Toronto, Ontario 
The City of Toronto directed revenue from property sales into the “Toronto Atmospheric Revolving Fund”, 
which finances innovative greenhouse gas emission reduction projects. Interest and royalties from these projects 
are returned to the fund. One merit of this approach is that it does not require any additional taxation. 

6.6.4 Endowment Funds 
An endowment fund is established when a one-time payment is made to an organization and invested on behalf 
of that organization. The interest earned by the fund can be spent in ways that are consistent with the terms and 
conditions of the endowment fund, typically to enable the organization to advance its mandate. 
 
Example – Columbia Basin Trust 
In 1995 the Columbia Basin Trust was established as a result of a $321 million endowment from the 
Government of BC. This endowment aims to deliver prudent investments that generate a steady income stream 
for the CBT’s activities and corporate operating expenses. The income generated through the CBT investment 
program support a variety of programs and initiatives that aim to improve quality of life and address critical 
issues within the Basin. The resulting programs and initiatives aim to: 

• Improve environmental conditions within the Basin; 
• Prioritize social and economic issues and implement actions that address them; 
• Enhance residents understanding and involvement in water issues within the Basin; and,  
• Ensure that youth are engaged in addressing social, economic and environmental issues within the 

Basin.  
 

6.7 Other 

6.7.1 Recreational User Fees  
In some cases watershed governance organizations may own or have tenures associated with lands, resources or 
other facilities, which can be a source of user fees. In some cases recreational facilities may also have outdoor 
and/or environmental education functions, therefore educational user fees may also be secured through these 
types of facilities. 
 
Recreational user fees can apply to a wide variety of recreational users such as powerboat or off-road vehicle 
rentals as a means of targeting activities that pollute or have other adverse environmental impacts. Such fees can 
be particularly helpful in securing revenue from tourists and seasonal residents who would not otherwise 
contribute funds to water management in a community.  
 
Example – Conservation Authorities, Ontario 
The conservation authorities in southern Ontario own and operate a variety of conservation areas, parks, 
campgrounds and outdoor education facilities. Users of these facilities pay fees that offset the costs associated 
with operating these facilities and related services. 

6.7.2 Fees for Downstream Benefits / Ecosystem Services  
In many cases, downstream users of watershed resources can be impacted adversely or may benefit positively 
from the activities and practices of upstream users. One innovative approach is for those who benefit from the 
goods and services derived from a healthy watershed, to pay for those goods and services. Further consideration 
is needed about how this could be applied in specific watersheds in BC. For example, who pays; based on what 
impacts or beneficial outcomes; to implement which beneficial management practices; what type of organization 
would administer this mechanism; and what type of legislation or regulation might best enable this approach? 
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Example – Columbia River Treaty 
The Columbia River Treaty (CRT) is one example where funds flow from the United States to British Columbia 
in exchange for the benefits the US receives in terms of downstream power benefits (hydroelectric power 
generation) and flood control provisions. Downstream power benefits allow the US to generate additional power 
as a result of flow regulation and storage that is provided in Canada. Canada holds a 50% share of the 
downstream power benefits, which is known as the Canadian Entitlement. Under a 1963 Canada-BC 
Agreement, this entitlement is owned by BC and amounts to an annual average of 500 megawatts between 2000-
2010. The Canadian Entitlement is worth approximately $150-$300 million US annually depending on energy 
prices. The CRT sets out two types of flood control provisions, the assured annual flood control and on call 
flood control. Under the assured annual flood control provision Canada agreed to provide 8.45 million acre feet 
of annual water storage for flood control purposes for 60 years which Canada was compensated by a one-time 
payment of $64.4 million US. The on call flood control is intended to be used during periods of very high 
inflows that raise the threat of flooding in the US. When the US requests on call flood controls Canada is 
compensated for any operational costs and economic losses that may result from additional water storage. The 
upstream jurisdiction (BC) is compensated by the downstream jurisdiction (US) for operating its dams and 
reservoirs in ways that benefit the residents of the lower Columbia Basin.  
 
Example – New York City, New York 
Another example comes from New York State. Paying for Ecosystem Services (PES) are part of a conservation 
approach which explicitly recognizes the need to bridge the interests of landowners and outside beneficiaries 
through payment of compensation. Under a PES scheme, users of land upstream may accept voluntary limitation 
or diversification of their activities in return for an economic benefit. In river basin management, the basic 
premise of PES is the upstream-downstream hydrological dependency, where upstream ecosystem service 
providers can offer hydrological benefits to downstream water users. The Catskill/Delaware basin management 
program is an example of a public payment scheme. These basins provide ninety percent of the water consumed 
by New York City (NYC).  Instead of building a filtration plant, the NYC authorities decided to invest in 
projects that would reduce water pollution. The public payment scheme was initiated and continues to be funded 
by fees collected from the nine million users of the NYC water supply system. 

6.7.3 Other 
Research for this paper identified 20 different financial mechanisms or financial management tools that could be 
applied to support CWG organizations and initiatives. However, it is acknowledged that there may be other 
mechanisms available that were not identified in the research to date. For example there may be financial 
mechanisms from other jurisdictions that could be transferrable for application in BC. There may also be 
financial mechanisms from other sectors that could be transferrable for application to governance of water and 
watersheds. Therefore we explicitly acknowledge the limitations of this paper and we invite suggestions 
regarding additional financial mechanisms that may warrant further consideration. 
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7. Financial Models for Watershed Governance 

7.1 Introduction to Financial Models 
 
For this discussion paper a financial model is described as: one or more financial mechanisms that is 
employed by a governance organization to support the effective delivery of its mandate and associated roles, 
responsibilities and activities. 
 
This section of the discussion paper profiles several case studies to illustrate different types of governance 
organizations and their associated financial models. The list of case studies is not exhaustive. However, it 
includes several leading examples of watershed organizations in BC, Canada and beyond to illustrate how 
different financial mechanisms have been utilized to support different aspects of watershed governance. The 
case studies include: 
 

1. Okanagan Basin Water Board 
2. Grand River Conservation Authority 
3. Regional District of Nanaimo’s Drinking Water – Watershed Protection Action Plan 
4. City of Portland’s Stormwater Utility and Community Watershed Stewardship Program 

 
Each of the case studies has been developed using a standard template to illustrate the basics of why, who, what 
and how the governance organization operates as well as lessons learned from experiences and observations: 

• Why: Context and/or drivers of the CWG Initiative 
• Who: What organizations are involved in the CWG Initiative? 
• What: What are the roles, responsibilities and activities of the CWG Initiative? 
• How: What financial mechanisms and models are used to resource the CWG Initiative? 
• Lessons Learned: What other jurisdictions should consider when moving forward on similar initiatives 
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7.2 Okanagan Basin Water Board 
 
Why: Context and drivers of the CWG Initiative 
In 1965, local government established the Okanagan Watershed Pollution Control Council to address growing 
concerns about pollution in the lakes. The Council was disbanded in 1969 and the Okanagan Basin Water Board 
(OBWB) was established under the Municipalities Enabling and Validating Act. The OBWB was formed as a 
collaboration of the three Okanagan regional districts (North Okanagan, Central Okanagan and Okanagan-
Similkameen) to provide leadership on water issues that span the entire valley. The Districts designated the 
OBWB to act as the coordinating agency to implement a set of recommendations that resulted from the 1974 
Okanagan Basin Study. At the time of the OBWB’s inception, the most pressing valley-wide water management 
issues were water pollution from sewage treatment facilities and the explosive invasion of Eurasian water 
milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) throughout the lake system.  

The overall objective of the OBWB is to undertake strategic projects and programs at the basin scale that meet 
the collective needs of Okanagan citizens for long-term sustainable water supplies while supporting the capacity 
of member jurisdictions to meet their own water management goals. The OBWB is tasked with better-defining 
water resource problems in the basin and determining priorities and opportunities for solving them. The OBWB 
also receives proposals and finds funding for water management projects, and to improve communication and 
collaboration among levels of government and government agencies.  

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

Who: What organizations are involved in the CWG Initiative? 
The Board of Directors includes representatives from the three Okanagan regional districts, the Okanagan 
Nation Alliance, the Water Supply Association of BC and the Okanagan Water Stewardship Council – a multi-
stakeholder group established by the Board to provide independent science-based advice on water issues. The 
Board has twelve directors with designated alternates. The three Okanagan regional districts appoint three 
directors each. These members vote and participate in all but the financial decisions of the Board. Directors hold 
one-year terms, but many are reappointed for successive terms to provide continuity. 

In 2006, the OBWB instituted the Okanagan Water Stewardship Council to provide high-level technical advice 
from a wide range of local experts. The Council meets regularly to discuss water concerns, and provide policy 
recommendations to the Board of which the Council Chair is a voting member. The goal of forming this Council 
is to capitalize on local water management expertise to improve long-term decision-making. The Council is 
composed of more than two-dozen volunteer technical experts and water stakeholders that meet monthly. 
Council members include representatives from diverse sectors including but not limited to agriculture, water 
supply, health, fish and wildlife, and urban development.  

What: What are the roles, responsibilities and activities of the CWG Initiative?23 
The Board does not have regulatory power, but it seeks to improve water management by providing a basin-
wide perspective and improving communications between regions to reduce fragmentation in local government 
policy and planning efforts. The OBWB also works to improve links between local and senior governments, 
participating as a partner by funding Okanagan water research and infrastructure programs. The Board strives 
for consensus decisions and Directors have equal-weighted votes.  

                                                
23 The OBWB roles and responsibilities are legally set out in the Letters Patent which were issued under the Municipal Act (now the Local Government 
Act).  The Letters Patent outline their objectives and funding model.  (See - http://www.obwb.ca/fileadmin/docs/supplementary_letters_patent.pdf) 	  
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The OBWB takes part in governance by: speaking for the joint long-term water needs of the valley as a whole 
thereby bridging jurisdictions; providing the best available water data and information; and increasing 
communication among decision-makers and stakeholder groups. The OBWB also has a specific advocacy role, 
communicating Okanagan water concerns to the Provincial and Federal governments. Since OBWB is structured 
as a collaborative partnership, with a channel for direct stakeholder advice, conflicts can often be defused before 
they become significant.  

The OBWB has three main programs it is responsible for24:  
1. The Water Management Program, which includes: the Water Conservation and Quality 

Improvement Grant Program; Water Stewardship Council; Water Science; and, 
Communications and Outreach; 

2. The Sewage Facilities Assistance Grant Program; and, 
3. The Eurasian Water milfoil Control Program. 

 
How: What financial mechanisms and models are used to resource the CWG Initiative? 
OBWB programs are supported through two main sources: 1) Requisitions from residents and businesses based 
on tax assessments on lands within the Okanagan watershed; and, 2) Grant contributions.  
 
Requisitions 
Every property tax payer in the Okanagan Basin contributes at the same rate to the finances of the Board. The 
OBWB applies for requisitions through the local governments to support each of the OBWB programs. The 
annual contributions to the Board have a ceiling that cannot be increased unless approved by a referendum of 
voters from the Basin or a change to the Supplementary Letters Patent. The requisitions are a consistent source 
of base funding and cover the base operating costs and the program costs of the OBWB.  The contribution 
agreements between the OBWB and the Regional Districts have a three-year renewal clause for the water 
management program. This clause allows for discretion by the Regional Districts and calls accountability on the 
part of the OBWB.    
 
Grants 
The OBWB secures annual or multi-year project grants. This funding allows the OBWB to undertake strategic 
projects with partners that are relevant to the funder and of priority within the Basin.   
 
Lessons Learned: What other jurisdictions should consider when moving forward on similar initiatives 
An important aspect of the OBWB’s funding model is their ability to have operational reserves. The reserves are 
dynamic in nature and give the OBWB’s three programs flexibility. For example, the OBWB’s groundwater 
monitoring program is a joint partnership between the OBWB, the provincial government, local governments 
and Agriculture Canada. Each partner has a role and a contribution amount – OBWB contributes financially and 
holds its funding in a operational reserve, which can be accessed as necessary; the province owns the equipment, 
provides monitoring support and houses the data; the local governments each contribute financially; and 
Agriculture Canada contributes the majority of the funding on an annual basis. Due to the unpredictability of 
Agriculture Canada’s funding, the OBWB can use the reserve funds until government grants become available. 
The operational reserve and the ability to carry a reserve over multiple years allow the OBWB to establish and 
maintain programs that are difficult for local governments to set up.  
 

                                                
24 2011 Annual Report, Okanagan Basin Water Board.	  
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7.3 Grand River Conservation Authority 

Why: Context and/or Drivers of the CWG Initiative 
In the early 1800s, in southwestern Ontario, the Grand River was a source of transportation, power and water for 
local communities. Settlement led to deforestation, intensive farming and urbanization, which began to hinder 
the natural cycles of the river. By the 1930s, river conditions had become so severe that annual floods, drought 
and pollution were affecting public health and the economic development of the communities up and down the 
Grand.  
 
Sponsored by the Grand Valley Boards of Trade and modeled on the fledging Tennessee Valley Authority in the 
United States, the “Grand River Conservation Commission Act” was passed by the Province of Ontario in 1932. 
The commission was the first watershed management agency in Canada when it received its formal Letters 
Patent in August 1934. This was the first time local municipalities had banded together to address water 
management issues on a watershed scale. The founding partner municipalities were Brantford, Galt, Kitchener, 
Fergus and Caledonia. Other municipalities soon joined the partnership. 
 
In Ontario, resource concerns were not confined to the Grand River watershed.  Southern Ontario was 
experiencing deforestation, flooding, erosion and sedimentation issues.  The 1941 Guelph Conference was 
generally viewed as the beginning of the conservation movement in Ontario.  As a direct result of the Guelph 
Conference, the Province investigated several mechanisms in other jurisdictions dealing with water problems at 
a local or watershed level.  The success of the commission, its watershed scope and municipal partnership 
model, in part, led to the Conservation Authorities Act 1946 of Ontario. The Conservation Authorities Act 
provided a framework for municipalities to voluntarily establish watershed partnerships for managing land and 
water resources. The Act was based on three key principles: 1) the best unit for coordinating natural resource 
conservation work is the watershed; 2) if all watershed municipalities agreed to jointly address resource 
problems, the provincial government would establish a conservation authority having power to carry out 
conservation works and the ability to levy taxes; and 3) once established, the province would provide a 
conservation authority with technical expertise and financial assistance based on a cost-sharing agreement.  
Today there are 36 conservation authorities across the province.  
 
In 1948, the Grand River watershed municipalities formed their own Grand Valley Conservation Authority 
under this new act. This new agency had extended powers in the 1950s, which allowed it to acquire many 
wetlands, forests and natural areas in the watershed. The valley authority also acquired parkland for camping, 
swimming, fishing and canoeing. 
 
This new authority’s objectives began to parallel those of the commission. The two agencies merged in 1966 to 
form today’s Grand River Conservation Authority. The GRCA continues to operate under the Conservation 
Authorities Act of Ontario.  
 
Who: What organizations are involved in the CWG Initiative? 
The 39 municipalities in the watershed (both upper and lower tier) manage the Grand River system through the 
conservation authority. These include cities, regional municipalities, counties and townships. 
 
They appoint 26 members to the authority’s board based on population. Smaller municipalities share one 
representative while larger ones have several, but the board represents all of them. Each member takes an active 
role in guiding the activities of the GRCA. Municipal representatives keep their local municipal council apprised 
of the programs and projects of the Authority and act as the liaison between the Authority and the municipality. 
 
The board ensures the natural environment is healthy and benefits all partners. They vote on the authority’s 
policies, programs, staff and budgets. In this way, decisions about water management are made at the watershed 
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level. The Conservation Authorities Act 1990 is the provincial framework for the GRCA and all 36 conservation 
authorities in the province. Each year GRCA board members elect a chair and two vice-chairs.  
 
What: What are the roles, responsibilities and activities of the CWG initiative? 
Vision: A healthy and sustainable natural environment in the Grand River watershed. 
 
Mission: 

• We will develop and implement programs, directly or with our partners, to improve water quality, 
reduce flood damages, maintain a reliable water supply, facilitate watershed planning, protect natural 
areas and biodiversity, and provide environmental education; 

• We will be an environmentally responsible provider of outdoor recreation opportunities; and, 
• We will maintain a responsive, innovative, accountable and financially sustainable organization.” 

 
Strategic Plan 
The GRCA’s 2012 strategic plan provides direction on ways to handle many critical watershed resource issues. 
It identifies strategies for five key business areas while recognizing watershed partners and stakeholders. The 
plan is approved and reviewed annually by the GRCA board. The key business areas cover a wide range of 
watershed management activities, including: 
1. Protect life and minimize property damage from flooding and erosion;  
2. Improve watershed health; 
3. Connect people with the environment through outdoor experiences; 
4. Maintain an organization with a focus on teamwork, development, engagement and positive change; and, 
5. Deliver value and innovation to our watershed stakeholders. 
 
How: What financial mechanisms and models are used to resource the CWG Initiative? 
Originally (1930s and 1940s), with the Grand River Conservation Commission funding for major reservoir and 
dam projects was shared between the Federal and Provincial governments, (each paid 37.5 per cent) and the 
local municipalities, which paid the remaining 25 per cent. Funding for projects of the Grand Valley 
Conservation Authority was cost shared between the province and municipalities.  The percentage contributed 
by the province has varied and declined in recent years.  Under the Conservation Authorities Act, municipalities 
are required to support the GRCA through a matching levy (matching provincial grants provided).  They also 
provide support the GRCA a discretionary non-matching levy (no provincial grant provided). Today, the GRCA 
relies on a wide variety of funding sources to support its various functions.  
 
In 2011, the GRCA budget included the following sources of revenues: 

• User fees, such as park admissions, nature centre programs, planning fees and others which are set to 
offset most, if not all, the cost of these services; 

• Revenues from property rentals and hydro generation at GRCA dams; 
• Municipal levies (matching and non-matching), which are applied primarily to watershed management 

programs; Municipal levies come from residents of the watershed who pay either through their local 
property taxes or their municipal water bills (about $9.90 per person annually); 

• Municipal grants dedicated to specific programs, such as the Rural Water Quality Program and Water 
Quality Monitoring; 

• Provincial transfer payments for water management operating expenses; 
• Provincial grants for specific purposes, such as studies on Source Water Protection and Capital Projects 

related to water management; 
• Donations from the Grand River Conservation Foundation for programs such as outdoor education, tree 

nursery operations and various special projects; and, 
• Federal grants and other miscellaneous sources of revenue such as other local, provincial or national 

Foundations. 
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The following is an overview of revenue sources based on the 2012 budget: 
Self Generated   $13.8M (42%) 
Municipal General Levy $9.75M (30%) 
Government Grants  $7.1M (22%) 
Funding from Reserves  $2.1M (6%) 
Total    $32.8M (100%) 
 
Lessons Learned: What other jurisdictions should consider when moving forward on similar initiatives 

• The GRCA utilizes a diversity of financial mechanisms and revenue sources to establish an overall 
financial model that enables it to effectively deliver its broad mandate, roles and responsibilities; 

• The financial model combines: 
o User fees on a cost recovery basis for the use of facilities, services and programs; 
o Provincial cost-sharing on water management operating expenses 
o Provincial and municipal grants that are targeted to support delivery of particular projects and 

programs; and, 
o Donations from its own not-for-profit foundation for targeted projects and operations. 

• The ownership of lands and associated facilities enables the GRCA to charge user fees for the use of 
those lands and facilities such as Conservation Areas, parks, campgrounds and outdoor education 
centres; 

• Planning fees are another form of user fee, which are utilized by the GRCA to offset the cost of 
planning services provided by its staff; 

• Municipal levies are secured through either property taxes or water bills, enabling some flexibility for 
each municipality; 

• Reserve funds have enabled the GRCA to bridge funding across multiple fiscal years, contributing to 
reserve funds when surpluses exist and drawing from reserve funds when necessary for special 
purposes; and, 

• Municipal levies change over time based on budgetary need as supported by the watershed 
municipalities through a weighted vote procedure specified in Regulations passed under the 
Conservation Authorities Act (Ontario Regulation 139/96 and 670/00). 
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7.4 Regional District of Nanaimo’s Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Action 
Plan 
 
Why: Context and/or drivers of the CWG Initiative 
On the west coast of British Columbia the abundance of rainfall results in many taking for granted access to safe 
and sufficient supplies of water. However, surface and groundwater supplies are being threatened by the impacts 
of climate change and by human activities such as land development, resource extraction, water consumption 
and discharging of pollutants. Within the Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) these activities are increasing 
and altering the quantity and quality of local water resources, which can impact the social, economic, and 
environmental sustainability of the region. Confounding these issues is the reality that the RDN has little to no 
jurisdiction over many of the human activities that negatively impact local watersheds and water supplies. With 
responsibilities spread over many agencies, roles and responsibilities often overlap and no single agency is 
responsible for watershed protection. At the time, the lack of groundwater legislation in BC further rationalized 
the RDN moving forward with a water protection strategy. 
 
To address the jurisdictional challenges, the RDN Board initiated the development of the Drinking Water and 
Watershed Protection (DW-WP) Action Plan. The RDN’s DW-WP Action Plan for drinking water and 
watershed protection includes both a long-term commitment and immediate actions for: 

• Prioritized programs and projects; 
• Timeframes and budgets; and, 
• Methods for funding the Action Plan. 

 
Who: What organizations are involved in the CWG initiative? 
The RDN Board oversaw the development of the DW-WP Action Plan budget and received recommendations 
from the DW-WP Steering Committee on the key drinking water and watershed protection actions and activities 
to be considered. Members of the DW-WP Stewardship Committee were selected by the RDN Board through an 
application process or through agency appointment.  
 
The DW-WP Steering Committee consisted of representation from up to 15 members interested in regional 
water use, management and protection efforts from the following agencies:  

• BC Ministry of Environment; 
• Electoral Area Residents; 
• The Islands Trust; 
• Private Forest Lands Council; 
• Private water purveyors; 
• Stewardship community;  
• Vancouver Island Health Authority; 
• Water improvement districts; 
• Well drilling industry; and,  
• RDN Board and staff. 

 
Once the DWWP Action Plan was adopted in 2008, an advisory committee was formed to guide the 
implementation of the plan. The makeup of the DWWP Technical Advisory Committee is similar to the 
representation on the preceding Steering Committee.  The DWWP Technical Advisory Committee now plays an 
advisory role and is responsible for: 

• Providing	  recommendations	  to	  the	  Regional	  Board	  through	  the	  Sustainability	  Select	  Committee	  regarding	  
activities	  relating	  to	  the	  Drinking	  Water	  and	  Watershed	  Protection	  program;	  	  

• Participating	  on	  smaller	  ad-‐hoc	  committees	  dealing	  with	  specific	  issues	  or	  tasks;	  	  
• Providing	  advice	  and	  feedback	  on	  consultation	  activities	  with	  service	  area	  stakeholders;	  	  
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• Providing	  input	  and	  feedback	  on	  technical	  reports,	  discussion	  papers,	  and	  other	  documents	  prepared	  for	  
the	  committee's	  information;	  	  

• Identifying	  tools	  and	  techniques	  to	  be	  employed	  in	  the	  monitoring	  and	  evaluation	  of	  the	  Drinking	  Water	  
and	  Watershed	  Protection	  service	  and	  its	  implementation;	  and	  

• Making	  recommendations	  to	  increase	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  Drinking	  Water	  and	  Watershed	  Protection	  
service	  	  

. 
What: What are the roles, responsibilities and activities of the CWG Initiative? 
The Action Plan is organized around seven key program areas for drinking water and watershed protection 
within the Region that aims to:  

1. Raise public education and involvement by promoting drinking water and watershed awareness, and 
stewardship;  

2. Inventory and monitor water resources to improve water quantity and quality information;  
3. Inform land-use planning and development decisions based on water inventory and monitoring data;  
4. Prioritise watershed management planning and protection efforts based on ecological and drinking water 

values;  
5. Efficient use and management of water in all sectors; protection of groundwater and surface water 

quality at the source; and,  
6. Prepare for climate change by assessing potential impacts and adaptability of water sources and supplies 

in the region while promoting actions that reduce the Region’s contribution to climate change.  
 
Within these program areas the Action Plan establishes a 5-year and 10-year time horizon for 
implementation, although the program is envisioned as long-term and continuous. In the first 5-years it is 
anticipated that all seven programs will be initiated, with particular focus placed on actions that have 
maximum benefit for minimum cost and the next 5-years of the program will complete all actions in the key 
program areas.  

 
How: What financial mechanisms and models are used to resource the CWG Initiative? 
The DW-WP Service is the first of its kind in BC and the program utilizes a local funding method that applies a 
flat rate parcel tax for Electoral Areas and municipalities within the RDN and raises $8 per parcel per year. 
 
Charging the flat rate would mean that each parcel is charged the same amount regardless of assessed value. 
This approach is considered valid as all landowners benefit equally from drinking water and watershed 
protection and supports implementation of the DW-WP Action Plan.  
 
Under the Local Government Act and the Community Charter a referendum was required to put the ‘Service’ 
and ‘Parcel Tax’ in place. In November 2008, 53% of the Electoral Area residents voted in support of 
establishing the Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Service. 
 
The development of the DWWP Action Plan and the materials to support the referendum were financed by 
Community Works Funds (previously known as the New Deal for Cities and Communities Program) to the 
order of $110,000. 
 
Since its inception, the RDN DW-WP service has evolved into a full region-wide service, which includes all 
seven Electoral Areas and four municipalities.  Currently Electoral Area and municipal residents pay $8 per 
parcel per year.  The program budget remains at about a $470,000 per year. 
 
Additional grant funds have been obtained to complete capital-intensive action items, such as a $220,000 Towns 
for Tomorrow grant that was acquired to support groundwater and surface water monitoring expansion in the 
RDN. This funding enabled 16 new observation wells in the region to be drilled and added to the BC 
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Observation Well Network. The funding also assisted in the purchase of surface water quality monitoring 
equipment to enable a Community Watershed Monitoring Network. 
 
For more information on the RDN Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Program see http://www.dwwp.ca  
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7.5 City of Portland’s Stormwater Utility and Community Watershed Stewardship 
Program 
 
Why: Context and/or drivers of the CWG initiative 
In 1977 the City of Portland created a stormwater utility fee, separate from the existing water and sewer utilities, 
to help pay for the rising cost of managing the City’s stormwater runoff and address the growing water quality 
and quantity concerns. As a part of this stormwater utility a reward program was adopted by Portland City 
Council to incent community stormwater management projects that utilize low impact development techniques. 
This program has resulted in the development of several unique funding mechanisms such as the Community 
Watershed Stewardship Program (CWSP). 
 
Following violations to the Toxic Substances Control Act and the Clean Water Act in the 1980s and 1990s, 
Portland residents began to distrust and oppose agency based or top-down solutions to urban water problems. To 
address this problem the City of Portland initiated an experiment to transition from the top-down, command and 
control governance structure to a flexible, placed based approach to watershed management. This brought 
together the community, City of Portland staff and Portland State University to identify community priorities 
and potential strategies for designing a community led restoration program. This led to the creation of the CWSP 
(Shandas and Messer, 2008) - a partnership between Portland Environmental Services and Portland State 
University. The program engages Portlanders in enhancing the health of community watersheds while 
promoting public awareness of natural systems through the delivery of restoration and Low-Impact 
Development programs.  
   
CWSP offers two types of funding for community watershed projects:  

• Community Watershed Stewardship Grants provide up to $10,000 to schools, churches, businesses 
or other community organizations for projects that connect people with watersheds and protect and 
enhance watershed health. These annual grants are funded through a competitive process based on the 
merits of the project and CWSP goals for watershed and community benefit. 

• Native Plant Mini Grants of up to $300 for projects that improve watershed health. Applications are 
reviewed by the CWSP and grants are available to community groups and some private landowners. 

 
Who: What organizations are involved in the CWG initiative? 
Program development consisted of three main groups of participants that included community members, the 
City of Portland Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) and Portland State University (PSU). Initially PSU 
helped facilitate community outreach efforts while including university faculty members and representatives 
from local watershed councils in program design. Based on the input of these participants the CWSP was 
developed to focus on using stewardship grants that solicited proposals for watershed restoration efforts from 
citizen groups; creation of a partnership between BES and PSU; and developing a system for watershed 
monitoring and program evaluation. 
 
Each year an annual report is made public to summarize grant distribution across the City and overall level of 
community participation, program activities and benefits along with other specifics such as plantings and area 
treated by stormwater features.  
 
What: What are the roles, responsibilities and activities of the CWG initiative? 
CWSP Mission: 
To educate participants about stormwater issues and restoration opportunities, such as the grants program, in 
which citizens act both as initiators and participants. 
 
Although the CWSP program has evolved over time there are four guiding principles that have steered the 
program since its inception (from Shandas and Messer, 2008): 

1. Faculty and graduate students and BES program managers discuss BES watershed priorities and PSU 
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educational and research interests each year to guide development of CWSP plans; 
2. Community groups submit proposals that are reviewed to determine whether they align with the CWSP 

mission. Each successful proposal is awarded up to $10,000 for project coordination and materials. 
Preference is given to projects that leverage other funding sources; 

3. Graduate students specializing in environmental planning may take on paid internships within BES to 
provide organizational and technical support to community groups implementing projects; and, 

4. Grantees are required to provide midterm and final reports on the implementation of their projects 
including addressing several specific BES questions. 

 
How: What financial mechanisms and models are used to resource the CWG initiative? 
CWSP grants are funded through a portion of the stormwater and sewer utility fees that are collected from 
Portland residents, businesses and community associations. For example: 

• Monthly rates are fixed for single family, duplexes, 3-plex and 4-plex residences, whereas developments 
of 5 or more units and non-residential users are charged monthly based on impervious area; 

• The utility generates $28 million annually, $2.8 million of which is allocated to the Sustainable 
Stormwater Program which oversees the CWSP program; and 

• Stormwater management user service charges and discounts are set out in Ordinance No. 183307. 
 
Since it began in 1995 the CWSP has granted $885,000 to 192 watershed stewardship projects. During this time 
over 39,000 community members volunteered over 317,000 hours of their time to help restore over 57 acres of 
habitat and enhancing over 36,000 linear feet of streams. The services, materials and volunteer time of 
participants in the CWSP have been valued at over $3 million. 
 
Lessons Learned: What other jurisdictions should consider when moving forward on similar initiatives 

• Participation from a broad variety of community stakeholders in program development can contribute to 
the legitimacy of a granting program while raising overall effectiveness; 

• Allow community partners to own and implement their own restoration projects; 
• The CWSP is able to leverage limited program funding through volunteers, service and material support 

from other organizations. This granting system empowers community members to participate in 
community watershed protection and restoration efforts while allowing the community to identify the 
most appropriate and feasible watershed stewardship projects; 

• The financial model combines: 
o User fees on a cost recovery basis for the use of stormwater infrastructure through the application of 

a utility; 
o Grants that are targeted to support delivery of particular programs; and, 
o Leveraging funding from other organizations for projects and operations that will be led by the 

community. 
• Effort needs to be made to ensure that underserved communities are included in stewardship efforts to 

ensure that there is equitable distribution of program resources and outcomes; 
• Partnering with University institutions can provide valuable resources (student interns) and align 

projects with new research and educational opportunities while meeting organizational goals; 
• When using grants to allocate funds to communities, it is beneficial to hold grant workshops and 

community conversations about community stewardship initiatives; and, 
• It is important to design the program where the community members create goals and plans and time 

and resources are not wasted on too many administrative obligations. 
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8. Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

8.1 Conclusions 
 
There is a growing interest and need for collaborative approaches to watershed governance in British Columbia. 
Local and regional scale organizations are increasingly playing lead roles in advancing collaborative 
governance. However, these organizations are faced with significant challenges when it comes to securing the 
financial resources necessary to undertake their wide-ranging activities. It is a particular challenge to secure 
funding for core operational activities that are fundamental to collaborative governance such as coordination 
among partners; liaison, outreach and engagement with stakeholders and the public; and strengthening of 
collaborative relationships.  
 
This paper has profiled and explored a wide range of available and innovative mechanisms and models that may 
strengthen the financial viability of collaborative governance organizations in BC and their efforts to advance 
healthy watersheds and communities. 
 
The cases studies in section 7 of the paper profiled several different financial models that have been used to 
foster CWG. These illustrate that in many cases it is appropriate, and perhaps necessary, to combine a suite of 
different financial mechanisms into an overall model to support financial viability.  
 
In evaluating the suitability of various financial mechanisms in relation to CWG activities, it is important to 
consider several key attributes. Key attributes were identified through research and discussion with CWG 
organizations. Based on this research and discussion, it was determined that suitability should be assessed in 
relation to the following considerations: 
 
1. Accessibility / Eligibility – The governance organization is eligible to access the funding or its partners 

enable this access. This varies with different types of funding sources and the corresponding eligible 
applicants. For example, non-government foundations typically restrict applicants to those that have 
charitable status. Funding through Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada typically requires 
First Nations to be the applicant. Other senior government funding programs are open to local government 
applicants and in some cases not for profit organizations. In many cases there are also specifications in 
terms of the types of programs, projects or activities that may or may not be eligible for different funding 
programs. 
 

2. Appropriateness – There is a clear rationale that links the origin of funding to its application in supporting 
governance activities (i.e. the beneficiary pays / the funder benefits / there is public and political support). 
This suitability criterion is particularly relevant for local or regional scale governance. There is a greater 
likelihood to secure public and political support if the financial mechanism links the users and beneficiaries 
(i.e. the funders) with the outcomes of the funded work. For example, conservation surcharges associated 
with hunting and fishing licenses are invested in conservation projects that support fish and wildlife 
populations and their habitats. The revenues from block pricing for water consumption could be directed to 
water conservation programs and water efficient technologies to help reduce water consumption. 
 

3. Adequacy –Funding should substantially contribute towards the cost of the CWG activities. It is obvious 
that to be effective, the amount of funding secured must be adequate in relation to the amount of work 
required. The scale of funding will vary considerably depending on the nature, scope and extent of CWG 
activities. Core operations may not require a lot of funding, but there is typically very little funding available 
to support operational activities. Planning might be considered to have a moderate cost associated with it 
and therefore requires a moderate amount of revenue to support the planning process. Other programs and 
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projects are highly variable in terms of associated costs. Restoration of riparian corridors (e.g. fencing, tree-
planting) may come with moderate costs; however, stabilization of riverbanks or landslide areas can come 
with very significant engineering requirements and associated costs. 
 

4. Stability – Funding should be reasonably reliable and predictable over multiple years and variable fiscal 
contexts. Property and parcel taxes are reasonably stable over multiple years; however, they may be subject 
to changes in political leadership through the electoral cycle. Grant programs vary considerably. Some may 
be in place for a specified time period such as five to ten years, while others may be in place for shorter time 
periods. These may also be influenced by political changes, and therefore are subject to shifting priorities. 
Trust funds, reserve funds, revolving funds, and endowment funds can help increase stability by managing 
funds across multiple years. These approaches to financial management may also dedicate surplus funds in 
“good” years to be used in future “lean” years when there may be less funds available. 
 

5. Autonomy – The governance organization has some autonomy in allocating funds in support of the activities 
it determines to be of priority. Program and project grants are typically very limited in terms of the 
autonomy of the governance organization after funding has been approved. The organization has complete 
autonomy in terms of scoping its funding applications; however, it cannot redirect funds towards other 
activities that were beyond the scope of the application. Funds that may be spent at the discretion of the 
organization are particularly relevant in supporting core operational activities for which project-based funds 
typically do not support. For example, a local government may have more discretion and autonomy in terms 
of how revenues generated from parcel taxes are spent. 
 

6. Flexible Timeline – The governance organization has some flexibility in allocating funds within a timeline 
that it deems appropriate, efficient and cost effective. In some cases government or non-government grant 
programs may offer opportunities for multi-year funding. However, many grant programs are limited to 
single projects and single fiscal years. On the other hand, trust funds, reserve funds, revolving funds, and 
endowment funds can help increase flexibility by managing funds across multiple years. 
 

7. Efficient Administration – The governance organization has the capacity to secure and administer the 
funding in an efficient, timely and cost effective manner, relative to the administrative requirements of the 
funder. The administrative requirements of different funding mechanisms vary considerably and it is beyond 
the scope of this paper to evaluate this. Grant programs come with significant efforts required to develop 
and submit proposals and associated progress and final reporting for successful funding approvals. User fees 
and parcel taxes come with their own administrative requirements; however, these can be integrated within 
existing structures and capacities to manage any additional administrative burden. 

 
No single financial mechanism is likely to achieve the full potential of the suitability criteria outlined above. It 
will be appropriate, and perhaps necessary, to combine multiple financial mechanisms to fulfill the financial 
requirements of a CWG organization or initiative. 
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8.2 Recommendations 
 
The planning, management and governance of sustainable water resources and watersheds is a shared 
responsibility across federal, provincial, First Nations and local governments as well as private sector and civil 
society stakeholders. As such, there is a strong rationale for collaborative funding models, including cost shared 
approaches and a diversity of financial mechanisms that align with the specific circumstances of the watershed, 
the governance structure and the associated communities and stakeholders. The following recommendations for 
collaborative watershed governance organizations were derived from the research and analysis undertaken to 
develop this discussion paper. They are not listed in any particular order of importance. 
 

1. Secure funds from a variety of different financial mechanisms to optimize the strengths and to offset the 
limitations of each individual financial mechanism. 
 

2. Establish diverse representation within a collaborative watershed governance organization to optimize 
the diversity of funding sources and financial mechanisms that the organization can utilize. For 
example, local governments can access provincial funding; First Nations can access federal funding; 
charitable organizations can access foundation funding. 

 
3. Align specific CWG activities with appropriate funding sources. 

 
4. To the extent possible, dedicate a portion of all funds to support core operational activities of CWG 

organizations. For example, build management and/or administrative fees into program or project 
budgets to support core operations. 

 
5. Where possible, use financial management mechanisms such as trust funds, reserve funds, revolving 

funds and endowment funds to strengthen stability and flexibility over multiple years and across 
multiple CWG activities. 

 
6. Where there are commitments by local, regional and/or First Nations governments to accept and 

implement increased roles in watershed governance, it is recommended that senior government agencies 
provide financial resources corresponding to the increased governance responsibilities (including a base 
level of funding for operations and administration above and beyond program and/or project-based 
funding. 
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9. Appendices 

9.1 Example Financial Model for a CWG Organization  
 
The following is a proposed organizational structure and financial model to support a hypothetical collaborative 
watershed governance organization in BC. Although hypothetical, this model is based on a hybrid of existing 
organizations and initiatives in BC. The model is an attempt to illustrate how different organizations can 
collaborate and pool financial resources, using a variety of financial mechanisms to support their collective 
activities. For consistency with the real case studies profiled in section 7, similar content has been developed 
using the same headings. 
 
Why: Context and/or drivers of the CWG Initiative 
The watershed and its various users are experiencing increased conflicts and challenges. In recent years, there 
have been water shortages with associated conflicts among water users as well as challenges in securing water 
for instream environmental flows. A proposal for a new subdivision and golf course is based on significant 
groundwater withdrawal for both domestic supply and irrigation. There has also been observed deterioration of 
water quality, particularly with respect to turbidity and sedimentation of salmon spawning habitat. The source(s) 
of turbidity and sediment transport are unknown at this time. 
 
Who: What organizations are involved in the CWG Initiative? 
A Council has been established to facilitate a collaborative approach to watershed governance. The Council is 
co-chaired by the Regional District and First Nation. Other members of the Council include municipal 
governments, multiple community stewardship organizations, the major forestry company operating in the 
watershed and the local Chamber of Commerce. At lease one of the community organizations is a registered not 
for profit society and has charitable tax status. 
 
What: What are the roles, responsibilities and activities of the CWG Initiative? 
The activities of the Council include: 

• Strengthening relationships among the members of the Council. 
• Expanding the network of the Council to include broader engagement with regulatory agencies, 

community associations, and businesses. 
• Undertaking monitoring and technical studies to better understand the extent and nature of water 

quantity and quality challenges. 
• Facilitating development of a watershed plan to address water quantity and quality challenges. 
• Implementing the recommendations of the watershed plan. 

 
How: What financial mechanisms and models are used to resource the CWG Initiative? 
 

• The Regional District will apply for gas tax funding to support watershed planning and related projects. 
• The First Nation will apply for planning and project grants through Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 

Development Canada. 
• The community organizations will apply for several project grants through various government sources 

and non-government foundations. 
• The municipalities and regional district will facilitate a community outreach and consultation process to 

determine which of the following local funding options receive the greatest public support: 
• Flat parcel tax 
• Parcel tax based on property assessment 
• Changes to water pricing 
• Establishment of a watershed utility 
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• The operational activities of the Council and associated costs will be covered primarily through the local 
government mechanisms. This will be supplemented with management and/or administration fees 
associated with various program and project funding where applicable. 

• The provincial government is considering, as part of its water programming, support for the operational 
costs of the Council. 

• A partnership with an academic institution and the in-kind contributions of community stewardship 
groups will help to reduce the costs associated with the proposed monitoring program and technical 
studies that are necessary to inform the preparation of the watershed plan. 

• A reserve fund or trust fund will be established to help bridge funding across multiple projects and 
multiple fiscal years. 

• Further community consultation and legal analysis is required to explore the feasibility of implementing 
new recreational fees as well as a mechanism whereby downstream beneficiaries would pay for benefits 
derived from implementing upstream watershed protection activities. 

 
Key Considerations 
Though this hypothetical model represents an ideal scenario, it is important to acknowledge the possibility that 
not all partners may receive funding and the funding successfully acquired may not be sufficient to cover the 
entire proposed budget of the Council.  This emphasizes the importance of strategic and contingency planning 
for different funding outcomes as well as the following key considerations related to funding applications and 
project planning: 

• Application and reporting deadlines as well as project timelines across multiple funders; 
• Reporting templates and requirements of funding agencies and organizations; 
• Availability of seed funding for proposal development. 

 
Successful applications also demonstrate an organization’s capacity for project management and administration 
including planning, delivery, financial management and performance evaluation.  Capacity for project 
management and administration is somewhat influenced by the availability of core funding as well as the 
establishment of a paid coordinator position.   
 
The availability of funds for grant leveraging is also important to demonstrate, as many funders require 
matching funds from other sources as a condition of applying for funding.  
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9.2 Examples of Social Impact Investing 
 

Investment 
Category 

Eligible Projects Current example 

Clean technology 
financing 

Green infrastructure 
Alternative energy 
Energy conservation 

SolarShare, a project of the TREC 
Renewable Energy Co-operative, offers 5 
year Solar Bonds earning 5% annual 
interest to members (Ontario residents).   

Water infrastructure Water supply 
Management  
Quality challenges  

RBC Generator Fund aims to generate 
market, or near-market returns by investing 
in Canadian for-profit businesses tackling 
social or environmental challenges.  

Community 
economic 
development 
investments 

Affordable housing 
Aboriginal-led business 
Social enterprises 

Vancity Resilient Capital program provides 
debt and equity financial for social 
enterprises, raising funds through interest-
bearing insured-term deposits that are 
backed by Vancity and the Vancouver 
Foundation.  The program focuses on local, 
natural and organic food production; 
energy efficiency; improving accessibility 
for those with disabilities; eliminating 
economic barriers for Aboriginal 
communities and supporting community 
and housing development.  

Impact Investing 
Products/Vehicles  
 
Social Impact 
Bonds (SIBs) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

Financing tool for initiatives in the 
social sector that blend public and 
private investing.  In Canada, 
Nova Scotia and Alberta are 
exploring the potential for 
SIBs.  These bonds differ from 
traditional bonds with a fixed 
lifetime and fixed return but liken 
more to a public-private 
partnership. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Green Bonds are designed to raise 

 
 
 
A 4-year SIB pilot program was announced 
recently in New York City with Goldman 
Sachs as the primary investor.  The 
program is intended to reduce the rate at 
which male juveniles incarcerated at 
Rikers Island reoffend after their 
release.  Goldman Sachs is providing a 
$9.6 million investment, backed by a 
guarantee of $7.2 million from Bloomberg 
Philanthropies.  The NYC Department of 
Correction is the government agency 
signing the SIB contract and agreeing to 
pay a return to Goldman Sachs if a 
recidivism rates fall more than 10%. 
 
 
 
World Bank Green Bonds are AAA-rated 
fixed-income vehicles issued by the 
World Bank to finance projects that tackle 
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Green Bonds additional funding for 
environmentally beneficial 
project.  They are securitized by 
the assets they fund, the issuing 
institution, mortgages or public 
sector loans or are guaranteed by a 
third party.  

climate change challenges in developing 
countries. Bonds are issued for terms of 
two 2 to 10 years, at rates of between 0.5 to 
10 percent. 
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9.3 Online Tools and Resources  
 
(1) SENIOR GOVERNMENT  
 
Taxes and Grants 
 
Gas Tax Funding 

• Union of BC Municipalities.  (2014).  ‘Renewed Gas Tax Agreement.’   
http://www.ubcm.ca/EN/main/funding/renewed-gas-tax-agreement.html 

 
 
Fees and Rentals 
 
Water Licence Fees and Rentals  

• Province of BC.  (2014).  ‘Pricing B.C.’s Water.’  Water Sustainability Act website. 
http://engage.gov.bc.ca/watersustainabilityact/files/2014/03/Pricing-B.C.s-Water.pdf  

• Carr-Wilson, S., O.M. Brandes & R. Dobell.  (2015).  British Columbia’s new Water Pricing Regime.  
POLIS Project on Ecological Governance.  
http://poliswaterproject.org/sites/default/files/B.C.%E2%80%99sNewWaterPricingRegimeBrief_FINA
L.pdf  

 
Conservation Surcharges  

• Habitat Conservation Trust Fund.  (2015).  ‘HCTF Grant Overview.’  http://www.hctf.ca/apply-for-
funding/hctf-grant-overview  

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada.  (2014).  ‘Salmon Conservation Stamps.’  http://www.pac.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/fm-gp/rec/licence-permis/stamp-timbre-eng.html  

 
 
(2) LOCAL GOVERNMENT  
 
Property/Parcel Taxes 

• Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development.  (2015).  ‘Property Taxation.’  Local 
Government Department.  http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/finance/property_tax.htm 

• Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development.  (2015).  ‘Parcel Tax.’  Local Government 
Department.  http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/finance/parcel_tax.htm  

• Union of BC Municipalities.  (2005).  ‘Introduction to Regional Districts:  Communities in Partnership.’ 
p. 7. http://www.rdmw.bc.ca/media/Regional%20District%20Toolkit%20-%20Booklet-
Intro%20to%20RDs.pdf 

• Cowichan Valley Regional District.  (2014).  ‘Results of Alternative Approval Process – ‘CVRD Bylaw 
No 3737 – Shawnigan Basin Society Annual Financial Contribution Service Establishment Bylaw, 
2014.’ CVRD Staff Report.  http://cvrd.bc.ca/DocumentCenter/View/62053 

• Cowichan Valley Regional District website.  (2013).  ‘CVRD Bylaw No. 3737 – Shawnigan Basin 
Society Annual Financial Contribution.’  http://www.cvrd.bc.ca/index.aspx?NID=1789  
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