
	   	  
	   	   	   	  

 

 

 

 

We the members of the Saskatchewan Farm Stewardship Association appreciate the fact that the 

current provincial government is seeking public input into developing a long term water strategy for the 
province. 

The Saskatchewan Farm Stewardship Association (SASK FSA) currently represents approximately 
350000 cultivated acres in East Central Saskatchewan. The Association to date is comprised of over 90 

like-minded Ag producers who have voluntarily joined the group to promote farmers’ viewpoints as they 
relate to agricultural land management. We are dedicated to providing a strong and united voice for 

growers’ interests towards land use policy and legislation. We are a fledgling organization getting 
corporate status last November and are now actively involved recruiting new members throughout the 

province. 

The SASK FSA believes that we must provide a positive and proactive approach to our many land 

management issues. Water resource management is currently a hot button topic with our membership. 

Our group originates from an area that has been very active in water resource management for over 35 

years. Unfortunately some activities have not escaped intense scrutiny while others have become 
renowned for their high degree of success in producer, land owner, RM and community cooperation 

resulting in one of the most researched, highly successful Conservation and Development Area 
Authorities in the province. 

The plan as outlined with its vision and principles is difficult to dispute. Water is an integral part of all 
life, as we know it. As difficult as it may seem to accept water is still a finite resource that we must 

manage through the cycles of overabundance and times of shortage. Undertaking a 25 year plan is an 
integral step in managing this resource properly. 

Although our group is interested overall in water as a highly valuable resource we will not have 
significant recommendations or comments pertaining to each of the 7 goals identified in the inaugural 

25 Year Plan. 

Goal 1: Ensure the sustainabil i ty of our surface and 
ground water supplies to support opportunit ies for growth. 
As water is a fluctuating commodity in terms of supply the provincial government needs to continuously 

monitor potential changes in the industrial, domestic and agricultural use of water. Adding the potential 

for short and longer term climate change into the equation and having a plan in place to assess the 
needs of each part of society will constantly need to be updated and reassessed. As many mistakes 

have been made managing the water resource commodity throughout North America through history 
there needs to be a comparison drawn between many of those scenarios to ensure similar situations 

will not happen in this province or at least can be planned for. 



	   	  
	   	   	   	  
 

Goal 2: Ensure our drinking water is safe by protecting 
supplies from the source to the tap. 

The public has access to many sources of information pertaining to any health and safety issue. It is 

imperative that the current water quality framework is monitored, assessed and updated whenever new, 
proven technology is introduced. Urban municipalities have adequate water quality processes in place 

however are having difficulty ensuring that new employees they are hiring have access to the proper 
training and certification that is required to maintain their quality processes. Perhaps there needs to be 

more localized or more centrally located training centers available. Most small urban centers cannot 
afford to have their full time employees away for more than a couple of days at a time for training. 

Rural education in regards to water quality was achieved to a great degree by making the 
Environmental Farm Plan mandatory. Significant changes were made to numerous rural water systems 

after producers became more aware of the pitfalls and dangers of improper or careless surface water 
management. A continuation of that portion of the education component of the Environmental Farm 

Plan may ensure that the education process continues. 

Goal 3: Ensure water quality and ecosystem functions 
are sustained.  
It is in this area that we would envision seeing some leadership in determining the actual value of 

wetlands and then having a long range plan on retaining a percentage of wetlands that are deemed to 

be in a high priority, sensitive area, a medium priority and more of a low priority. At the present time we 
have numerous outside influencers attempting to exert their “expertise” into determining the value of 

wetlands over the value of these same lands for agricultural purposes. Generally there is perceived that 
there is generally no overall strategy for wetland development and maintenance. The comparison is 

often given that in a city there is no indiscriminate development of strip malls and low-income housing.  
There is a plan as to where each of those developments is located.   

As agricultural producers that are involved in the science of farming we understand the value of 
biodiversity. However there are times and situations where maintaining biodiversity may need to 

compete with the marketplace. If the public wants to grow ducks and beavers, put a value on it and Ag 
producers can grow as many ducks and beavers as the market demands. Wetland preservation may 

need to have some economic rules determined when they are competing directly with potentially 
productive agricultural land.   

As with any objective, there needs to be a measurable outcome. What is the measurable outcome 
expected in maintaining “X%” of the wetlands in a specific geographic location. Can the results be 

measured and if they are unsuccessful then what is the next plan for that location.   

As an organization we are anxiously waiting for the measured outcomes of the ALUS project that is 

being undertaken southeast of Regina. This is an example of a land use model that we believe may 
satisfy all participants. 



	   	  
	   	   	   	  

Goal 4: Ensure infrastructure safely meets water supply 
and management needs. 
Perhaps falling under this category is the potential for some of the older Conservation and Development 

projects to begin to break down due to neglect and to a degree inability to handle the large volumes of 

water that having been flowing through them recently. We would like to see an increase in funding to 
Sask. Water Shed and Sask Environment to hire more professional design personnel and more tech 

support especially in the area of water run design for improved flood control. They may even require 
project engineers to assist various C and D’s with improving their infrastructure. As well there are many 

C and D’s waiting on the launch pad to begin new projects. However with the lack of affordable, 
professional design and engineering consultants available to them these projects have been suspended 

or delayed for an indefinite period of time.   

Goal 5: Ensure measures are in place to effectively 
respond to f loods and droughts. 
As observed in the last 3 years poor preparation and improper water management can have 

devastating effects. In the last 2 years with the incredible volume of water that has moved through the 
RM’s of Churchbridge and Langenburg, surprisingly low levels of infrastructure have been damaged. 

However in surrounding RM’s the devastation has been extensive. The difference was the long term 
planning and preparation that was put into place years before. Much of this was motivated by the 

extensive runoff in 1995 that took out extensive amounts of roadways and culverts. The 2 RM’s 
developed a series of flood gates, increased culvert sizes, and designated holding ponds to control the 

flow of water utilizing the natural water runs. Other RM’s maintained the status quo from the 90’s, and 
did no proactive planning to handle higher than normal water flows. 

We believe that every RM should be held responsible to develop a long-range water plan. The 
government may need to go as far as providing a budget professional, providing professional engineers 

at a subsidized value, and even providing mediators to settle internal squabbles among rate payers as 
the RM attempts to initiate it’s plan. Each successful RM may need to be rewarded at the end of the day 

with a bursary to go towards implementing their plan. Uncooperative RM’s may need to be penalized by 
having a larger deductible assessed for any PDAP qualified event they apply for. 

In the area of complaints and dispute resolution we believe there are a few improvements that can be 
made to make the process far less onerous. 

Unfortunately many of the complaints brought forward are generally frivolous and many times are a 
personal attack versus a legitimate concern. To remedy that situation we suggest a process whereby 

the two parties are encouraged by Sask Water to formally sit down in an unbiased location and with the 
help of a facilitator discuss the issues in dispute. If that fails then an arbitrator or mediator is assigned 

where the two parties discuss the problem and determine a remedy. We suggest that the local 
Watershed Authority Chairman and 2 directors sit as the mediation board. Generally it is thought that if 

the situation involves water and drainage they may be the best to understand both sides of the 
situation. We expect in most situations the application of a gate, which is controlled by a watershed 

authority, would be a suitable remedy. As an absolute last resort ditch blocks or closing in the ditches 
would be suggested. In all situations it would be required that the complainant be required to quantify 



	   	  
	   	   	   	  
his loss incurred which is to be verified by a legitimate third party such as a certified consultant, crop 

insurance agent etc. 

As well we believe that the cost of filing a formal complaint should be increased to at least $5000, which 

could be held in trust with the provincial authority. The current value of $200 is not a deterrent to filing 
frivolous complaints. 

Goal 6: Ensure adequate water information is available to 
support decision – making. 
Ensuring that water management always has a high priority standing will ensure that good qualified 

information is always available. As well as utilizing water resource professionals we would suggest that 
stakeholders also be consulted on a regular basis to help balance the needs assessment over the long 

term. Stakeholders can also be utilized to assist with data collection and determine future needs.   

Resource people also need to be indexed and identified to stakeholders so that in critical times they can 

be quickly contacted and correct decisions can be made in as expedient a manner as possible. 
Reducing the chains of command and giving more local authorities decision-making ability may 

decrease the chance of poor decisions being made in emergency situations. 

Goal 7: Ensure water management and decision-making 
processes are coordinated, comprehensive and 
collaborative. 
We believe that by improving and streamlining legislation, compliance and enforcement may not need 

to be as big a factor in water management as it is today. As well as legislation, developing a clear and 
concise land and water development strategy for agricultural lands in particular may further reduce the 

need for enhanced legislation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide some input into the 25 Year Water Security 
Plan.  If there is any clarification or further discussion required contact: 

 

WARREN KAEDING | Executive Director  
Email:  wkaeding@saskfsa.org 

Sask. Farm Stewardship Association. Box 147 Yorkton, SK  S3N 2V6 
 

 
 


