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PARTNERSHIP

COMMITTEE

PROGRESS
REPORT

Action on the 10
Points continued:

7. Ditch Maintenance Guide-
lines: e Partnership Com-
mittee formed a ditch mainte-
nance sk force and directed
it to develop a streambined
approval process and niainte-
aance godelines that meet
both the needs of agriculture
and the Nisheries resource.
FFarmers will huve clear,
practical and environmentally
acceplable ways of achieving
their irrigation and drainage
nceds. (Information on ditch

. maintenance will be on the

Web in the near future).

8. Memorandum of Under-
standing for MAF to Pro-
vide Technicat Support to
MELP: A MOU was signed
1 November 1998 which
commits both ministries 1o
work closely together to
resulve agriculture/environ-
nmensad rssues.

9. Farmers® Coneerns 1o
Cabinet Committee on
Fisheries: Although this
commitiee ks inactive, Minis-
ter Bvans regularly brings
industey concerns 1o the
attention of all members of
Cabyinet.

10.October Report to

- Ministers on Other
Projects:

INTERNET:

You can tind some information about
the Partnership Committee posted on
the Ministry of Agriculture and Food's
Internet web page at:
hup:iwww.agf.gov.bc.ca/

et e OVPRSORPRR

Completed projects:

Moemaoranda of Understand-
ing oa Peer Advisory Service:
MAF and MELE? have signed
three MOU™s with B.CL Agri-
cutture Council, B.C. Horticul-
tural Coulition and B.C. Caule-
men's Association that clearly
define the role of peer advisors
tn conlributing to enviromnen-
tal prolection.

Mushroom composting: The
Partnership Commitiee pro-
vided input to the committee on
mushroom production chaired
by MLA John van Dongen. A
regulation is now in place that
provides clear standards for
mushroom composting faciti-
lies.

Projects in Progress:

Riparian management; A
waorking group has been formed
to develop guidelines for
achieving the poals of the Fish
Protecion Act in farming areas.

Nutrient Management in the
Lower Mainland: The BOAC
has provided @ report 1o govern-
ment on policy and prograum
reguiremients 1o ensure the
industry retiaims environnen-
tully sustainable over the fong
teram,

Wildlife: Ihe Partnership
Commitice formed a task group
to re-estabtish provincial coor-
dination of policy and regula-
tory issues: 1o assist local staff
and agencies in tinely effeciive
resolution of problems involv-
ing wildlife and agricuiure;
and o nvestigate options for
mitigating wikdlife and water-
fowlimpacts on agriculsure.

Cranherry development: The
cranberry industry and environ-
mental agencies have devel-
oped it cooperitive process for
evaluating possible environ-
mental concerns refuted 1o
crunberry furming.

Non-Agricultural Wastes on
Farmland: The Partnership
Commitiee is committed to
ensuring the regulations are in
place 1o protect farmland from
being contaminated by applica-
tion of industriaf and urban
wasies,

WHO TO
CONTACT

Faor more information about the
Parmership Comminve, contact:

B.C. Ministry of
Agriculture and Food

Ron Berrand, Director
Resource Management Branch
{Abbotsford)

Phoae: (604) 336-3i00

Fax: (604) 356-3099

B.C. Ministry of
Environment, Lands and
Parks

Harry Vogt, Manager
Indusirial Pollution Prevention
Scction (Victoria)

Phone; (2300 387-9933

Fax; (2501 953- 3856

B.C. Agriculture Council

Steve Thomson,

General Manager (Kelowna)
Phione: (230) 763-9790
Fas: (25 717-0370
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Agricultural Ditch Maintenance Policy

Ted Van der Gulik
BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food
Abbotsford, BC

The following ditch maintenance process has been established under the auspices of the
Partnership Committee on Agriculture and the Environment. Committee membership includes
B.C. Agriculture Council, Union of B.C. Municipalities, Ministry of Environment Lands and
Parks, Ministry of Agriculture and Food and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans. The
constructed ditch maintenance process will be implemented on a trial basis with the Fraser

Valley Pilot Project in the summer of 1999,

Fraser Vallev Pilot Project

Regional and on-farm drainage infrastructure was constructed to allow farmers to remove excess
water from their land and thereby enhance the viability of their farms. To continue to benefit

from this infrastructure both regional and on-farm ditches must be maintained on a regular basis.

On-farm and regional ditch systems have and discharge water into streams that have important
fisheries values. Therefore, all ditch maintenance activities must be done in a manner that

minimizes any impact on fisheries resources.

This brochure outlines the process for conducting agricultural constructed ditch maintenance in
the Fraser Valley in 1999. If conducting maintenance works in constructed ditches the steps to
follow are: |
1. Determine the classification of the watercourse
2. Check the timing window
3. Check the process chart for the level of notification or approval required
4. Conduct works following guidelines on:
- sediment control
- deposition of soil

- bank stabilization
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Further information on the process is available from the Stream Stewardship Coordinator
(604-556-3094). Constructed ditch Guidelines are available from the municipalities and

agency offices.

Watercourse Classification

Constructed Watercourses.

Constructed watercourses (ditches) usually have no headwaters, carry water from {ocal surface
areas or subsurface drains and may be permanently or intermittently wetted. These ditches are
excavated water courses that have been constructed primarily for the purpose of removing excess
water from farmland in order to improve crop production and farm viability. During summer
months these channels may also be a source of irrigation water for farmland. Constructed

ditches include:

Dry Ditches - These channels are dry for the summer and early fall period and primarily were

constructed to manage winter storm events. They do not usually have aquatic vegetation growth

and can be cleaned at any time. Ditches that are normally dry but temporarily impound water for

irrigation can be considered a dry ditch. The water level should be lowered when maintenance

works are carried out. Irrigation channels have the following characteristics:

o the presence of in-channe! weirs, dams, stoplog or other structures which store water for
irrigation purposes during dry periods

o the presence of near bankful water levels during portions of the summer months

Wet Ditches - these ditches are commonly wet all year round and carry water for drainage and
irrigation purposes. If a constructed ditch should intercept an underground spring special

circumstances may apply for fish protection.

Channelized or Relocated Watercourse
Channelized watercourses are permanent or relocated streams which have been diverted,
dredged, straightened or dyked. Channelized and relocated watercourses can be characterized by

one or more of the following:
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e have headwaters and may transport water from a spring or natural wet area

e are an integral part of the natural drainage and often have good fish habitat

» likely to have aquatic vegetation growth and support aquatic invertebrates

» straight channels which may show signs of natural channel processes {e.g. meandering,
pool and riffle development) if left undisturbed for a number of years

» typically flow along property or field boundaries

It is recognized that in some instances, channelized and/ or relocated watercourses require

maintenance to maintain capacity and base flow freeboard. Routine maintenance of such

watercourses requires long term planning.

Natural Stream
These are historic watercourses that have not been altered or have not recently been altered.
They can be high gradient, but on farmland, tend to be of a low gradient, and are characterized
by one or more of the following:

e meandering channel

e riparian vegetative cover

e instream submergent and emergent aquatic vegetation

Figure 2 Agricultural Constructed Ditch Maintenance Approval Process

Constructed
Ditch
1
[ ]
. Dry Diteh Wet Ditch
No Notification
i
| ]
Foliow Guidelines Waork in Wc_;rk Qutside
Section 3.2 Timing Window Timing Window
Section 3.1 Section 3.1
| 1
I 1
See Table 3 1 for Protocol No Protecol
Nofification Requiremenis Agreement
Foliow Guidelines Notification to Approval from
Section 3.2 MELP and DFO MELP & DFO

1

Foliow Guidelines
Seclion 3 2
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¢ pool and/or riffle habitat

e varnations in channel bed morphology e.g. organic materials, sands or gravels, or
combinations thereof

o evidence of water flow at any time of the year

o limited evidence of channeling or relocation

¢ likely to have aquatic vegetation growth and support aquatic invertebrates

Notification and Approvals

Depending on the scope of the work. type of work proposed and the watercourse classification,
varied levels of communication with the regulatory agencies may be required. See Figure 2.

The different types of communication with agencies is explained below.

No notification - The proponent can conduct works without contacting MELP and / or DFO
providing that works are done during the timing windows and follow the guidelines established

for each type of watercourse.

Notification to MELP and DFO - A notification form is filled out and forwarded to the DFO
Stewardship Coordinator: Fax 604-556-3094. A notification form is available with the
guidelines. This form should be submitted a minimum of 7 days prior to the commencement of

works.

Approval / Authorization

A clearly written submission detailing type of work to be done, why it is to be done, equipment
used, extent of fish use and habitat if known, mitigation measures and the timing must be
forwarded to MELP well in advance of the work being done. In order for MELP or DFO to
determine whether or not an approval will be granted, a site visit to assess the proposed works
may be required. Official correspondence may be issued as a “formal approval” or an

“authorization”.
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Approval - An approval is some form of official written response from DFO or MELP either by
fax or letter outlining specific conditions. An approval is given if the effects of the works are
minimal or can be mitigated so that they do not result in the harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction (HADD) of fish habitat.

DFO Authorization — If the works or undertaking is expected to result in the harmful alteration,
disruption or destruction of fish habitat, authorization under Section 35(2) of the Fisheries Act
may be required. This determination is usually made by a habitat biologist, following
application to MELP and/ or DFO.

Protocol Agreement - The objective of a protocol agreement is to allow for drainage
maintenance work to be done on a consistent basis either within or outside the timing window

without the need to apply for an approval each time.

These agreements would be based on a comprehensive long term plan and would establish
schedules for work to be done on an annual basis. Identified in the agreement would be the
location of works, type of work to be done, quantity of work, timing windows and required
mitigation. Where protocol agreements are in place approvals are not required.

Protocol agreements are primarily for municipalities.

Timing Window

Timing windows are windows of opportunity to enter into and conduct work in a watercourse at
a time when fish species are at a stage in their life cycle when they will be least sensitive to the
disturbance. For constructed ditches the timing window may be extended if fish can be kept out

of the channel.

To conduct work outside the June 15" to September 30" window, an approval or a protocol
agreement from MELP and DFO is required. If a farmer is located within a municipality that has
a protocol agreement established for their work close to the farm location, the protocol

agreement may be extended to the farm work as well.



-22.

Constructed Channel Maintenance Work

Timing Window

June 15™ till September 30",

The timing window can be extended on a day by day basis by MELP or DFO if dry weather
prevails. Farmers should contact the Jocal municipality to check if the timing window has been

extended.

Dry ditches can be cleaned at any time but follow section 3.2 of guideline document.
Wet ditches must refer to the process above and check Table 3.1 and sections 3.1 and 3.2 of

guideline document.

Mowing of vegetation along the constructed ditch banks and slopes above the waterline to
control blackberries, thistle, tansy ragwort, other noxious weeds and undesirable vegetation can
be done at any time of year without notification or approval, but preferably in the winter time
during the non growing season. Longer grasses during the summer months are preferred to keep

the water cooler. A good ditch condition is shown in Figure 3.

Works authorized by a water licence under the Water Act such as the maintenance of pump

intakes, screens and trash racks are not subject to these procedures.

For further information on the agricultural ditch maintenance policy, the Fraser Valley Pilot
Project or the additional guidelines please contact: Ministry of Agriculture and Food — 604-
556-3100

Stream Stewardship Coordinator Phone / fax 604-556-3094

Web Site: http://www.agf.gov.bc.ca
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Vegetated Buffer Zones: The Whatcom County Example Looks Promising

Mark Kaufman
Washington State Department of Ecology
Bellingham, Washington

Washington Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s) Bellingham Field Office has been charged
with exploring new and innovative ways of dealing with pollution. Our “new and innovative
methods” in the Dairy Nutrient Management and Inspection Program have been to simplify a
complicated bureaucracy and use a great deal of common sense and reason when inspecting
dairy farms. This approach has been met with a great deal of enthusiasm from the dairy
community. The inspection of all dairy farms in Washington State has been driven by the
passage of a new Dairy Nutrient Management Act (90.64 RCW). This act requires all dairy
operations statewide to be inspected at least once every two years, and requires all dairy farms to
obtain a Conservation District approved Dairy Nutrient Management Plan (DNMP) by 30 June
2002 and have that plan implemented by 31 December 2003.

Ecology’s primary focus is the enforcement of the existing water quality laws and regulations.
Additionally, in an effort to prevent pollution before it actually happens, Ecology will now
enforce all of the elements of the Natural Resources Conservation Service standards, which are
an integral part of DNMPs. The enforcement of the DNMPs will not take place until 2004.
During our initial inspections however, we strongly urge the farmers obtain and begin instituting
all of the elements of these farm plans. The DNMPs have vegetative buffers that require trees to
be planted along the stream banks to provide much needed shade that prevents the sunlight from
warming the slow-moving water. Additionally, the trees will shade-out the Reed Canary Grass,
which will consequently provide greater flows and stop the rapid siltation of viable salmon
spawning beds. It is our hope that in ten or fifteen years the trees will have grown tall enough to
provide adequate riparian cover the prevent the growth of the Reed Canary Grass and provide

enough shade to keep cold water cold.
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It is our opinion that a well balanced program of firm, but equitable enforcement of the existing
water quality laws mixed with a well thought out education and outreach program is a promising
method of restoring the environment to its more normal functions. The dairy community in
Whatcom County has shown a great deal of support for Ecology’s enforcement efforts by
supporting the passage of a county ordinance that prohibits the application of liquid manure on
bare ground or post harvest corn grown during the winter, rainy months. This ordinance also has
a 50-foot buffer requirement. A provision has been made in the ordinance that allows for smaller
buffers if they included in an approved farm plan. A similar incentive to obtain a DNMP also is

included in a Whatcom County Critical Areas Ordinance.

Ecology’s dairy inspectors have developed strong working relationships with the Whatcom
County Conservation District (Whatcom CD) and the Whatcom County office of the United
States Natural Resources Conservation Service (USNRCS). Ecology recognizes USNRCS

standards as the measures that are protective of surface and ground water quality.

Whatcom CD has included in the DNMPs buffer widths that are based on: 1} the slope of the
ground adjacent 1o the stream in question, 2) the permeability of the soils adjacent to the stream
in question, and 3) the method of manure application. These buffers will also require
maintenance of the trees that have been planted to allow the seedlings to grow taller than the

surrounding grasses adjacent to the stream.
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USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Riparian Forest Buffer Practice Standard
For Washington State

John Gillies
District Conservationist, USDA, NRCS
Lynden, Washington

The NRCS practice standard for riparian forest buffer defines three vegetative zones, located
adjacent to and up-gradient from water bodies, that collectively function to provide shade for
water temperature moderation on small streams, serve as a source of detritus and large woody
debris for aquatic organisms, reduce sediment, organic material, nutrients and pesticides in
surface runoff and reduce nutrients and other chemicals in shallow ground water. Zone 1 consists
of native, undisturbed trees and shrubs. Zone 2 consists of a managed stand of native or
introduced trees and shrubs. Zone 3 functions to control concentrated flow erosion and
sedimentation by means of a vegetated filter strip or by structural means if required. Buffer width
is based on the width of the active (geomorphic) floodplain. The standard buffer width of zone
1is 4.6 m (15 ft). Zone 2 width varies from 6.1 m (20 ft) to 25.9 m (85 ft). If zone 3 is
applicable, the combined buffer width of the three zones is limited to 45.7 m (150 ft).

INTRODUCTION

A riparian forest buffer is an area of trees and/or shrubs located adjacent to and up-gradient from
water bodies. The riparian forest buffer standard 391A is part of the USDA, Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG). The FOTG contains the
established conservation practice standards for the planning, design, operation and maintenance
of all NRCS conservation practices; structural, vegetative and management. The NRCS national
office issues all conservation practice standards. States may supplement the national standards to

meet local conditions. The Washington State NRCS practice standard 391 A supplement, issued
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in March, 1998, provides additional guidance on determining the geomorphic floodplain width
and on specific planting requirements such as planting densities, plant species lists, and care,

handling and size requirements of plant materials.

PURPOSE

Streams as well as other aquatic resources are influenced by land use activities in adjacent
upland areas. These external influences often result in higher levels of storm water runoff
carrying nutrients, bacteria, organic matter. sediment and possibly pesticides into the aquatic

resource. Land use disturbances may also increase solar radiation and stream temperature. The

purpose of a riparian forest buffer is to:
¢ Create shade to reduce stream temperatures to improve habitat for aquatic organisms.

¢ Provide a source of detritus and large woody debris for aquatic organisms and habitat for

wildlife.

e Reduce excess amounts of sediment, organic material, nutrients and pesticides in surface

runoff and reduce excess nutrients and other chemicals in shallow ground water.

The riparian forest buffer practice is applicable on stable areas adjacent to permanent and

intermittent water bodies and watercourses, and on stable areas adjacent to wetlands.

PRACTICE CRITERIA
Active Floodplain and Flood Prone Width

The riparian forest buffer consists of two zones of trees and shrubs and a third zone of perennial

grasses or structural measures, if required, for erosion and sediment control. Zone 1 begins at
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the intersection of the bankfull water elevation with the bank of the active channel and extends a
minimum of 4.5 m (15 ft) landward, measured horizontally and perpendicular to the channel.
The minimum combined width of zones 1 and 2 is 30 percent of the active (geomorphic)
floodplain, but not less than 10.6 m (35 ft) or more than 30.5 m (100ft). The active floodplain is
determined by establishing the flood prone width of the left and right bank floodplain. The flood
prone width (Rosgen 1994} is the sum of the active channel width, the width of the left bank
active floodplain and the width of the right bank active floodplain. The flood prone width
includes the floodplain that is inundated during a 35-50 year recurrence interval flood event. The
active channel is the stream width at bankfull discharge. The recurrence interval of bankfull
discharge is approximately 1.5 years. This 1.5 recurrence interval discharge forms and controls

the shape and size of the active channel.

The flood prone width is determined by finding the maximum channel depth at bankfull
discharge. This is accomplished by measuring the water depth at the deepest point of the
channel (thalweg) and adding this value to the elevation difference between the water surface
and the bankfull elevation. The bankfull elevation is usually evident on channel sections where
woody vegetation is present. Bankfull is indicated by the vegetation’s root-line or by the foliage
line of over-hanging vegetation. 1f the bankfull depth is d then the flood prone elevation is 2d
above the channel bottom at its lowest point. The point where the elevation of the land up-
gradient and perpendicular to the streambank is equal to 2d marks the flood prone limit (Fig 1).
The horizontal distance between the bankfull point on the stream bank and the up-gradient flood
prone elevation point (2d) is the active or geomorphic floodplain width, Usually the left and right
bank active floodplain widths are not equal for a given stream valley cross-section. Table 1

summarizes the buffer width requirements for zones 1 and 2.



Table 1: Buffer Widths for Zones 1 and 2.

Active
Floodplain Zone 1 and 2

Width Buffer Width Determined By
<=32m {105 fi) 10.7m (35 ft) Set Minimum
>32m (105 ft) and I1m(36ft)to 30% of the
<=101.4m (333 ft) 30.1 m (99 ft) active floodplain

>101.4 m (333 fi) 30.5 m (100 ft) Set Maximum
Vegetation

Zone 1: The composition of vegetation in Zone [ should be diverse, native trees and shrubs
adapted to the specific site. The intent is to replicate vegetation that would normally be present
in an undisturbed riparian forest stand. If the site requires replanting, any large trees that are
dead or dying will be left as snags. Planting density will normally be 500 stems per acre.
Removal of forest products such as timber, firewood, shrubs, nuts and fruit is not permitted in
zone 1. Site preparation and tree planting shall be in accordance with NRCS practice standards
for site prep and tree planting. At least one species selected for zone 1 should be a conifer, if site

conditions permit,

Zone 2: This zone is a managed area where removal of tree and shrub products is permitted on a
periodic and regular basis. However, the removal of vegetation or harvesting disturbance must
not compromise the intended purpose of the buffer. Tree and shrub species that are native and
have multiple values such as those suited for timber, biomass, nuts, fruit, browse, nesting and

aesthetics are preferred. Introduced hybrid species may be used in zone 2.
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Zone 3: This zone is intended to capture sediment and to diffuse concentrated flow from
adjacent upland areas such as crop fields. Typically, zone 3 consists of grass or other permanent
herbaceous vegetation designed and planted to function as filter strip.  1f zone 3 is applicable,

the combined width of the three zones is limited to 45.7 m (150 ft) or less.

Figure 2 presents a rendering of a typical riparian forest buffer for an agricultural setting.

Shade and Large Woody Debris Considerations

When the active channel width is 15 m (50 ft) or less, the zone 1 buffer should be designed to
achieve 60-80% canopy cover. Trees should be selected that will have a mature height greater
than the active channel width and a diameter at breast height (DBH) of 46 ¢m (18 inches) or

larger at maturity. Existing trees that have fallen into the water are normally left in place.

CONCLUSION

Riparian forest buffer restoration carried out on a watershed scale can reduce the impacts of
forest fragmentation, improve the quality of surface and shallow ground water and provide
valuable wildlife habitat. NRCS standard 391 A provide a means of determining the appropriate

riparian forest buffer width based on stream and floodplain physical characteristics.

REFERENCES

United States Department of Agriculture, (March, 1998), Natural Resources Conservation

Service, Conservation Practice Standard, Riparian Forest Buffer, Code 391 A, NRCS,
Washington State.
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The Ministry of Environment, Lands & Parks is implementing the Action Plan through various
activities and initiatives. Pilot projects have been conducted at the regional level and in
partnership with other agencies. Projects addressing buffer zones and riparian restoration
include:

o Thompson River Alternate Water Source and Streambank Restoration,;

¢ Salmon River Alternate Water Source; and

¢ Moore Creek/4-H Stream Fencing.

Other current activities that will help address NPS water pollution include the development of an
NPS web site to function as a clearing house of information and the completion of the NPS Best
Management Practices (BMP) Compendium. The Compendium will be included in the web site
and will compile existing BMPs for preventing NPS pollution from different land uses including

agriculture.
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Tackling Non-Point Source Pollution in British Columbia

Kevin Riesberger
Ministry of Environment, Lands, and Parks
Water Quality Section, Water Management Branch
Victoria, BC

Although BC’s water quality is generally good, localized cases of water pollution have been on
the increase, causing problems like contaminated groundwater and other drinking water sources,
shellfish harvesting closures, algal blooms and aquatic weed infestations. Many of these
problems are attributed to non-point source discharges and largely caused by the accumulation

actions of many individuals over a wide area.

In the past, point source discharges from industry and sewage treatment plants were the biggest
concern in terms of BC water pollution. Actions to control these point sources have been
generally successful and it is now recognized that the major cause of water pollution is from non-
point sources. Non-point source (NPS) water pollution is the release of pollutants to surface and
ground waters from one or more activities over a broad area. As water flows over and through
the land surface, it carries contaminants and debris into bodies of water. It is often the

cumulative effect of several sources and pollutants that affect the environment.

In March, 1999, the Ministry of Environment, L.ands and Parks released the document “Tackling
Non-Point Source Pollution in British Columbia: An Action Plan”. The Action Plan describes
NPS pollution in BC, identifies priorities and the necessary steps to address NPS pollution and
recommends coordinated efforts between stakeholders such as industry, stewardship groups,
various government agencies, First Nations and the general public. Twenty key action items are
outlined to manage NPS pollution associated with land development, agriculture, stormwater
runoff, onsite sewage systems, boating activities, forestry and rangeland. The NPS Action Plan
emphasizes that while government has a role, actions and Jong-term solutions must come from

all sectors and the public.
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Agricultural Ditch Maintenance—Tools and Techniques
Christina Engel
Agricultural Stewardship Co-ordinator
DFO

Abstract not available at time of printing.
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Agricultural Stewardship: the Personal Approach

Marina Stjepovic
Langley Environmental Partners Society
Langley, BC

Langley Environmental Partners Society (LEPS) has been conducting livestock exclusion
fencing and riparian restoration projects with local farmers since 1993, Experience has taught us
that a co-operative, personal approach is necessary to implement projects that suit the landowner
while still providing a significant environmental benefit. The success of our projects has been
largely due to local knowledge, high quality work, cost-sharing, non-government status,
government support, experienced staff, and collaboration to achieve a “win-win” situation.
Difficulties we have experienced include negotiating buffer widths, the issue of compensation
for protective buffer areas, protecting “the commons”, landowners’ lack of awareness about
streams and environmental issues, uncertainty around government protection policies, and beaver
activity in restored riparian areas. Our personal approach with each farmer continues to be the

most successful way of gaining protective buffers around streams.



-39

The PMRA Approach to Buffer Zones

llze Rupners
Pesticide Management and Regulatory Agency({ PMRA)
New Westminster, BC

The Pest Management Regulatory Agency (PMRA) is responsible for providing safe access to
pest management tools, while minimizing risks to human and environmental health. The
assessment of risk is accomplished by the evaluation of data submitted to support pesticide
registration. For those pesticides which are identified as posing a risk to the environment,
various mitigation measures can be undertaken to minimize these risks, of which buffer zones

are one measure.

During the environmental risk assessment process, endpoints are identified from the various
studies submitted, which can be used to calculate buffer zones. These endpoints include the
no-effect concentrations (NOECs) for fish, Daphnia sp., Lemna gibba, algae and the ECyss for

terrestrial plants. The most sensitive aquatic and terrestrial species are used for calculating the

aquatic and terrestrial buffer zones, respectively.

To assess the risk from pesticide drift to non-target areas, the PMRA currently uses various
models. For ground boom applications, the data set of Nordby and Skuterud (1975) is used to
define a relationship between the buffer zone size and percent deposit. For air-blast applications,
the data set of Ganzelmeier er al. (1995) is used to define early and late application relationships
between the buffer zone and percent deposit. For aerial applications, the AgDrift mode! is used

to calculate buffer zones.

To determine if a pesticide has the potential to runoff into surface water, studies on

the solubility of the chemical in water, physical and chemical transformation processes in the
environment, biodegradation in water and soil, and adsorption/desorption studies are examined.
The PMRA is currently examining how to assess runoff and in the interim is using GENEEC
Generic Expected Environmental Concentration), a Tier I screening model developed by the US
EPA. The mode! outputs the peak and 3 time averaged EECs in a pond adjacent to the field.



-36-

Agricultural Buffer Zones — A Rural Municipality’s Experience

Ted Westlin
District of Kent
Chair, Agassiz —Harrison Mills Drainage Committee.

Existing Buffer Zones

Most buffer zones of mountain water collectors (sloughs} in the District of Kent are
reasonably intact. Many buffers are stili where development has taken place with the possible
exception of tall trees needed to shade wide slough waters. Many new ditches were constructed
along fence lines to avoid cutting up the field. Also, fences were erected to keep cattle from
crossing the ditch. Eventually, grass, weeds, shrubs, and blackberries would grow along these
fence lines providing a type of buffer zone. If the ditch banks failed, the fence fell into the ditch.
Feed lots of dairy animals removed the need for fencing. Larger mechanized equipment could
work more effectively on larger fields. In my area this has led to removal of interior field
fencing. Removal of the fences has made 1t easier to control grass, weed, brush, and blackberry
growth. Removal of roadside fencing with similar growth reduces maintenance costs, winter
snow drifting that can block ditches and prevent access for vehicular traffic. In this manner
fence line buffer zones are being replaced with grass buffer strips of varying widths.

Since old growth grasses can constitute a fire hazard, especially in lowland areas the
mature grass buffer strips are cut during mid-summer. Mid-summer cutting controls weeds,
blackberry, and shrub growth. 1f cut at the right time, re-growth is abundant and provides

filtration for surface water run-off.
Constructed Watercourses and Flooding
The Hammersly Prairie ARDSA Drainage scheme, completed by the summer of 1980,

provided an interconnected grid of drainage ditches that individual farmers could connect their

drainages to. An additional drainage grid was completed near Harrison Hot Springs 1983. Fish
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the quality of our watercourses. Regular water sampling of existing watercourses will assist in
determining if existing buffers are adequate or if other changes are needed. The sampling will be
done randomly for the next few months. It is hoped to have money for monthly testing included

in the year 2000 budget.

In summary, suggestions of establishing three to five meter buffer zone setbacks have not been
well received due to land use loss. But in spite of the many negatives, some watercourses in
Kent have considerable buffer zone riparian protection in place, with little likelihood of any
changes. Some landowners have allowed protection by trees on one side of the watercourse.
Some rural residential property owners along old riverside channels have maintained a treed type
riparian presence, adding to the attractiveness of the property. Existence of fish in natural
watercourses and constructed drainages is in itself a testimonial to water quality. Regular water

quality testing will assist in maintaining and improving upon present water quality.



