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FROM THE EDITOR

Watershed
Sentinel Here we are, facing BC provincial and federal elections, and still no 

coherent political voice is discussing the urgent environmental concerns 
of our decade: global warming and food supply, peak oil, pending water 
wars, nuclear waste, toxic body burdens of human and other species.
The federal NDP is doing their best; Leader Jack Layton has shown a 
grasp of these concepts for years. The BC NDP still seems to think that 
if environment doesn’t equal parks, it’s a dirty word. They’ve learned 
nothing about ecology and nothing from the strength of the Green Party 
in 2001 and the 2004 federal election.
The Green Party mostly knows what’s coming down, but federally they 
have chosen a path indistinguishable from current environment policy, 
one of voluntary compliance and throwing money at the problems. The 
BC Green’s platform shows innovation and ecological awareness but in 
no way admits the extent of our ecological debacle. After all, politicians 
want to get elected. 
So? Where to park your vote? We’d suggest taking a look at the Broad 
Coalition’s version of strategic voting. It’s a desparate grassroots attempt 
to prevent vote-splitting between the Greens and NDP in BC. At press 
time, the feeling is that the illiberal Liberals and the NDP are pretty well 
even in support, with the Green Party coming up the middle with 10% or 
more of the vote. 
If you don’t like the Liberal policy of privatising everything in the 
Commons, and your riding has a chance to defeat a BC Liberal, vote 
NDP, except in those ridings where the Greens might and ought to win 
seats. Otherwise, vote Green. We’re going to need them more than ever. 
But the most important strategic voting you will ever do comes with the 
BC Referendum. Vote Yes, and show them all who’s boss. Then maybe 
we can get down to the serious issues.

Delores Broten, Whaletown BC, May 2005
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No matter where on Earth we live, we are all residents 
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the highlands of a watershed to herald the coming of friends 
or of threats in the form of encroachment, fl oods, fi re or hostile 
armies.

Threats to our watersheds exist to this day whether they come 
from careless individuals or insensitive corporations. The 
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REPORT FROM HAIDA GWAII

 Major logging on Haida Gwaii ground to a halt 
on March 22, 2005. Checkpoints were raised as islanders 
stopped the traffi c. What happened? What did it take to 
push the people of Haida Gwaii over the edge? This is not 
really like us. We’re generally pretty laid back up here, con-
tent to live our lives and enjoy this amazing place.

Well, it takes years and years, decades really, fi lled 
with legal challenges, broken promises, political white-
washes and dubious delaying tactics to get Haida and other 
Islanders alike, to come together and say loudly — “Enough 
is enough!” To stand up and say again to the provincial gov-
ernment and industry that this is no way to treat the land or 
the people of these Islands. This is no way to treat the future 
of these Islands, compromise and ‘negotiations’ have gone 
on too long. We are losing the opportunity for a sustainable 
way of living with the land and ocean. Since Lyell Island 
days the people of these Islands have tried to work with the 
province and industry to change the way business is done. 
It fi nally came down to looking around at what was left and 
not seeing a future for the people. These Islands have given 
so much.

There were a number of fl ashpoints which initiated 
the action. First of all, it was brought on by a notion of 
the Council of Haida Nation (CHN) that the Crown fi -
nally act with honour. The Supreme Court of Canada, in 
a landmark decision, had ruled in 2004, that the Haida, 
and First Nations in general, had to be consulted and ac-

by Islands Spirit Rising

“If you want your factory back, guys, better get your asses in gear”
Argentinean factory worker to fellow workers, about to re-take their livelihood.

The Take, National Film Board, 2004

commodated when actions were taken which affected the 
land they claimed, even before those claims had been es-
tablished. The government of BC, in response, changed the 
law, removing itself from the process especially with tenure 
changes. So when Brascan offered to buy Weyerhaeuser’s 
BC assets, including forested lands on Haida Gwaii (TFL 
39, Block 6), the province stated it no longer had a say in the 
matter. The Haida Nation disagreed, as had the Supreme 
Court which explicitly stated that the province had a duty 
to consult on decisions affecting the TFL.

Another reason for the protest was the fact that the 
CHN and Island communities objected to the fact, that, 
even though there was a Land Use Planning process un-
derway which identifi ed areas on Haida Gwaii in need of 
protection, some of these areas were receiving fi nal ap-
proval for logging by the provincial government, while the 
planning table was still underway.

There were a myriad of other issues, years of frustration 
and broken promises, but above all, the action was about local 
control. The hand-painted signs by the checkpoints really said 
it all: enough is enough. It was time to get off our collective 
butts and take back our livelihood. No more indiscriminate 
razing of old growth forests with harvesting at levels way be-
yond what could ever be sustainable. No more destruction of 
sacred sites and treasured resources. No more shipping of six 
billion dollars worth of logs off island, with few local benefi ts 
beyond some jobs and a crumbling infrastructure.



3WATERSHED SENTINEL MAY-JULY 2005

REPORT FROM HAIDA GWAII

Islanders were making a stand. They wanted to live 
here, raise their kids and make a decent living, blessed with 
a strong sense of community and a powerful connection 
to the land. And a stand they made. The action was named 
Gwaii Sgaanawaay Siigaa Iijaa which means Islands Spirit 
Rising in Haida.

And rise it did. Checkpoints went up at the Yakoun 
River outside of Port Clements, impeding traffi c on the 
logging mainline and near the Honna in Queen Charlotte 
on the main road out to the back country. The checkpoints 
prevented Weyerhaeuser workers and Ministry of Forests 
employees from getting to work. Individuals came forward, 
supplies miraculously appeared and people pitched in. Is-
landers took their shifts at the checkpoints 
which had people at them 24 hours a day,  
brought supplies and vast quantities of 
food, visited and provided moral support. 
Buildings were erected with a cookhouse/
bunkhouse at the Yakoun and a smaller 
overnight cabin at the Honna. Firewood 
was cut, food prepared, masks carved, the 
camp cleaned and traffi c checked.

But mostly we sat. And sat. Waiting 
for a resolution. There’s nothing like sit-
ting around a campfi re in the middle of 
the night during a howling southeast wind 
to build a sense of community. It must be 
something about shared misery. Spring 
storms had their way with the protesters, 
people got tired, there may have been 
doubts, but a negative word was never 
heard. Nobody ever questioned the pur-
pose. There was a lot of conversation and 
soul searching about the stand we were 
taking. People dug deep. For everyone it 
was a little different but we all agreed as Haida Gwaiians, 
that what was happening in the forests should no longer be 
allowed. A government and a logging industry only inter-
ested in short term profi t should not be allowed any more to 
undermine the future of a place where people have lived for 
over 10,000 years. That’s not radical thought, that’s defend-
ing a way of life and respecting the land.

Through this action we’ve discovered that what binds 
us, the desire for a sustainable future for Haida Gwaii, is 
much stronger than what separates us. This community is 
made up of Haida and other Islanders, newcomers and long-
time residents, North-enders and South-enders, hippies and 
loggers. Sure we have our arguments, some juicy ones at 
that. But, even previous to this collective action, communi-
ties came together to sign a protocol agreement with the 
CHN. The protocol acknowledged that “Island Commu-
nity” is compatible with Haida Aboriginal Title and that we 
are in this all together.

After fi ve weeks of checkpoints, the powers that were, 
realized that Haida Gwaii was serious. That there was no 
turning back. That issues that have been brewing, ferment-
ing, festering for so many years, had to be resolved. And so 
it was. After a week of high level negotiations in Vancou-
ver, a tentative deal has been struck — there is still some 
crossing of t’s and dotting of i’s but people are hopeful. It 
looks like the province has made a shift and is telling in-
dustry that things are going to change. Large areas of Haida 
Gwaii, areas of importance to the Haida, archaeological 
sites, monumental cedar stands, will be protected. The An-
nual Allowable Cut will be reduced to a sustainable level. 
Community views and perspectives will take precedence 

over those of the province and the govern-
ment at the Land Use Planning table and 
Islanders will fi nally get a say, an active 
voice, in decisions that affect the future of 
Haida Gwaii.

Today, April 27, 2005, the check-
points are still in place. Everybody is al-
lowed free passage, but there are still peo-
ple in the camps, the checkpoints are not 
gone. They can be resurrected at the drop 
of a cedar hat just in case industry gets 
pushy, or government loses its resolve.

The action did have its cost. Some 
people lost their jobs, bank payments 
were missed and not everyone agreed. 
But it had to be, and it had to be now. 
Now, there is still hope. Now, there are 
still forest stands, and a future, to argue 
about. Tomorrow might have been too 
late — it’s tough to save the heartland 
after the guts have been ripped out.

Islanders will have the opportunity 
to take heart, take control and take care. The chance to 
design a future that maintains land, maintains culture 
while providing for a sustainable economy, is almost in our 
hands. It’s going to be diffi cult to fi gure out a way to change 
to a sustainable economy and there will be many sacrifi ces 
fi guring out how to do more with less. But we have made 
the opportunity collectively. And we’re taking it.

So, in the end, what does it take to make a change? 
It takes patience. It takes commitment, cooperation and 
courage. It takes gumption and the resolve to make these 
changes stick. It takes communities, native and non-native 
alike, working together towards a common goal. On Haida 
Gwaii, it takes an Island.


Photos 

Top Opposite, left and right, Rolf Bettner: rolfoto@ca.inter.net  
and others Islands Spirit Rising

“No more shipping of 
six billion dollars worth 
of logs off island, with 
few local benefi ts beyond 
some jobs and a crum-
bling infrastructure.”
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Another Genie Out of the Bottle
In a CBC Radio interview in late March, Terry 

Hildebrandt, president of the Agricultural Producers As-
sociation of Saskatchewan, indicated that his organization 
wants to have tree plantations up and running in the prov-
ince this year. Usually, this involves planting millions of 
genetically-modifi ed trees. While we all agree that rural 
Saskatchewan needs new ideas to meet the government’s 
pursuit of a green and prosperous economy, do we really 
want to let this genie out of the bottle?

In response to the demands of the pulp and paper cor-
porations, scientists are now able to produce trees that are 
tolerant to broad-spectrum herbicides so more pesticides 
can be sprayed more freely, trees that grow faster and have 
less lignin so they will provide fi bre more quickly and 
cheaply for pulp production, trees that produce their own 
insecticide so as to kill insects that feed on the leaves, and 
trees that are sterile so they won’t pollute other species.

But, in her February 28, 2005 essay entitled “GM For-
est Trees - The Ultimate Threat,” Dr. Mae-Wan Ho, genet-
icist and biophysicist, offers important words of caution: 
“Genetically modifi ed (GM) forest trees do not attract 
the same immediate health concerns as GM food crops. 
But in reality, they pose an even greater threat because 
they impact directly on natural forests that are essential 
for the survival of our planet.” (http://www.i-sis.org.uk/for the survival of our planet.” (http://www.i-sis.org.uk/for the survival of our planet.” (
GMFTTUT.php). GMFTTUT.php). GMFTTUT.php Trees grow tall and their pollen is car-
ried long distances by the wind – as nature intended. 
“Contamination of native trees by GM trees is hence in-
evitable and unavoidable,” Dr. Ho continues. 

How does one get rid of the GM herbicide-tolerant 
trees which begin to grow and spread into places where 
they aren’t wanted? Fast-growing lignin-reduced trees 
would rot more readily, be weaker, more susceptible to 
disease and easily damaged by high winds. Insecticidal 
GM trees will kill all insects, not just the unwanted ones, 
until they develop resistance to them (6-7 years); it will 
then require even more pesticides to kill the new strain 
of insect. This will also impact on birds and animals that 
feed on insects, an important part of the food chain. 

Why, then, do we want to do this? Is it another ‘quick 
fi x’ scheme to suit the need of the corporate pulp and pa-
per industry for more raw material? Is this supposed to 
compensate for the long-standing failure of governments 
to demand that the industry plant more trees than it de-
stroys with its ‘slash and burn’ methods?

One thing is certain. Once these GM trees are re-
leased, it is too late — there is no way to bring them back 
into the laboratory. 

Elaine Hughes, Archerwill, SK

From Our Readers

MAY-JULY 2005

Wastewater Alternatives
I’m an Australian 18 year old, fi rst year Uni student, 

studying Environmental Engineering at Griffi th Uni in 
Queensland. I’m currently doing an assignment that relates 
to wastewater treatment and alternatives to dumping sew-
age into natural waterways, and if you are able to provide 
any other information than the wonderful stuff I already 
discovered on your website, that would be fantastic. Thank 
you for your time, the articles I had the time to read on the 
site were great. Thank you for encouraging the preserva-
tion of this beautiful planet.  

Your help would be terrifi c. 
Nina, Queensland Australia 

Via email

More Watershed Down
Many thanks for the grand job on layout and pres-

entation of “Watershed Down,” (WS, Jan-Feb 2005). I’ve 
received a couple of compliments from strangers on it - al-
ways encouraging!

There’s a sad postscript to the story, however. Judging 
from our latest forays to where once there were woods, 
we’ll have to increase our estimate of regional ravaged for-
ests to 80%, up from 65%.

I can hardly wait to be reincarnated.....a century or 
two from now! All the best,

Mary Desmond, Shawnigan Lake BC 

STV slightly better - worth trying
I don’t believe the BC-STV is a suffi cient improve-

ment to deserve the 60/60 majority vote required to pass in 
the upcoming referendum. 

 However, I recognize that if we “blow it” by not vot-
ing yes it may be a long time before we get another chance 
to throw out the questionable system we use now.  I agree 
with your article, we must vote YES, if only to get a sys-
tem that is slightly better than what we currently use.   

Let’s try it, we can probably make improvements as 
we learn to work with it.

Michael Jessen, Parksville BC

More Letters, Page 10
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The European Commission has 
granted one million Euros to Norwe-
gian WAVEenergy AS to develop the 
Seawave Slot Cone Generator (SSG) 
and build a wave energy prototype off 
an island in Norway. The company’s 
wave energy concept works by storing 
water from incoming waves in several 
reservoirs placed one above the other. 
The incoming wave will run up a 
slope, and on its return it will fl ow 
into the reservoirs. After the wave 
is captured inside the reservoirs, the 
water will run through a multi-stage 
turbine. The reservoirs are placed 
one above the other, increasing the 
hydraulic effi ciency. The multi-stage 
turbine has the advantage of using 
different heights of waterfall on a 
common turbine wheel.

This technology will prevent any 
start/stop sequence on the turbine 
even if only one reservoir is supply-
ing water to the turbine. The company 
says a 500 metre long fullscale SSG 
construction along a coastline with a 
15kW/m wave climate will be able to 
produce 18 GWh/year. 

NEWS

Wave Power Keeps Coming On

The wave energy turbines can be 
installed in three different methods, 
including a low cost breakwater. They 
can produce both electricity and hy-
drogen, where hydrogen is stored for 
electricity production in periods with 
calm seas. The company suggests 
the installations will be particularly 
suited to islands where the supply of 
energy can be problematic. 

The Norwegian government is 
committed to the stimulation of en-

No Sharks, No Coral
A study of a Caribbean marine ecosystem and the details of its intricate 

predator-prey interactions, has found that overfi shing of sharks is a factor in the 
decline of coral reefs. The study looked at species interactions in an area of over 
1,000 square kilometres to a depth of 100 metres. It included 250 species of ma-
rine organisms and over 3000 interactions between them.

When sharks are overfi shed, fewer sharks feed on carnivorous fi sh such as 
grouper. Groupers then increase in numbers and increase their feeding on par-
rotfi shes. The removal of plant-eating animals such as parrotfi shes, which eat 
algae, has been partly responsible for the shift of Caribbean reefs from coral to 
algae dominated.

Jordi Bascompte, one of the authors of the report, notes: “We cannot assess 
all of the implications of overfi shing by only looking at the target species or a 
few others. Species are embedded in a complex network of relationships and this 
network has a particular shape. This has large implications for the propagation of 
the consequences of overfi shing through the whole food web.” 

The study, published in the April 12 edition of the Proceedings of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, was funded by the Spanish Ministry of Science and 
Technology and the Sloan foundation.

—http://scrippsnews.ucsd.edu/article_detail.cfm?article_num=670http://scrippsnews.ucsd.edu/article_detail.cfm?article_num=670http://scrippsnews.ucsd.edu/article_detail.cfm?article_num=67

vironmental technologies in the Eu-
ropean Union’s new member states, 
and is promoting Norwegian sewage, 
water and energy technologies. 

—Malta Times,  May 2005 
See also www.waveenergy.no

BioTech Bio-Piracy
In a landmark decision in March,  

the European Patent Offi ce has dis-
missed as an act of bio-piracy the 
attempt to patent the neem tree by 
the US agriculture department and 
US multinational WR Grace. India’s 
sacred neem tree is revered as the 
‘village pharmacy’ and ‘free tree’ be-
cause its many cleansing and curative 
powers were there for the picking. 

The ruling affects the future of 
biotechnology. It means that Euro-
pean courts won’t allow global corpo-
rations to buy the legal paperwork that 
gives them the patent and a monopoly 
on natural and living processes, espe-
cially those known to, and used by, the 
common people over the millennia. 

Patent law around the world is 
varied and complicated, but the rul-
ing from Europe puts brakes on the 
appropriation of genetic material by 
corporations. 

—Food News, March 2005; 
Organic Consumers,

www.organicconsumers.org
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World-famous Wreck Beach, 
located in Pacifi c Spirit Park on the 
tip of Point Grey in Vancouver, is 
now threatened by a controversial 
plan to develop residential housing 
at the University of British Colum-
bia campus.

Recognized as a clothing-op-
tional beach since the 1920s, Wreck 
Beach is renowned for its wilder-
ness-like setting, pristine viewscapes 
and unique social culture. Steep cliffs 
and huge old-growth trees shelter the 
shore from urban pressures, making 
the beach a refuge for all kinds of ma-

rine and avian wildlife, as well as for 
people of all shapes and sizes.  

Now the University of British 
Columbia (UBC), which occupies the 
land above the beach, is proceeding 
with a plan to construct four high-rise 
tower blocks adjacent to the beach. 
UBC says the development is neces-
sary for UBC to meet its student hous-
ing-related goals and will be used pri-
marily to house undergraduates. But 
it is clearly also part of UBC’s wider 
real estate development agenda, one 
that includes a massive programme 
of luxury condominium and town-

house development elsewhere on the 
sprawling UBC campus, all under the 
control of a private subsidiary corpo-
ration called UBC Properties Trust.

If allowed to proceed as planned, 
the tower blocks will stand well above 
the forest canopy and loom over the 
beach, dramatically altering its pris-
tine and private setting. In addition, 
geotechnical and wildlife experts 
have expressed concerns about the ef-
fects of the towers on the stability of 
the adjacent cliffs and the integrity of 
nearby wildlife habitat.  

The development of land adja-

The Fight to Save Wreck Beach
URBAN WILD

Wreck Beach, recent land slides and construction cranes.   Photos Dave Forsyth and James Loewen

It’s not only the small species and the giant old growth that is threatened these days in BC. Entire ways of 
living disappear each decade. Gone are the squatters in their plastic shelters on West Coast beaches; gone 
are the camping spots tucked up forest roads and gone the tough but freewheeling life of the wild clam 
digger and the hardy hand-logger. Now Vancouver’s famous institution, clothing-optional Wreck Beach, is 
threatened by urban development.                     by James Hickling
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cent to the beach is governed by the 
Greater Vancouver Regional District  
(GVRD) with its Offi cial Community 
Plan for Electoral Area ‘A’  (OCP) and 
Pacifi c Spirit Regional Park Manage-
ment Plan (PMP). The OCP requires OCP requires OCP
that the development of areas adjacent 
to Pacifi c Spirit Park will only be 
done in a manner that protects park 
values. The PMP requires that all de-PMP requires that all de-PMP
velopment that is deemed to adversely 
impact the Park must be subjected to a 
full public review.

Dave Forsyth, a Director of the 
Pacifi c Spirit Park Society (PSPS), 
says that he believes UBC is putting 
its own interests ahead of the public 
interest. “The OCP and OCP and OCP PMP were PMP were PMP
intended to ensure that this invaluable 
public space is protected for future 
generations”, says Forsyth. “We have 
been trying to encourage UBC to re-
consider the design of the buildings to 
make them park-friendly.”

Judy Williams, Chair of the 
Wreck Beach Preservation Society 
(WBPS), echoes Forsyth’s concerns. 
The WBPS collected 23,000 signa-
tures on a petition opposing the tow-
ers and received a further 500 letters 
from people around the world who 
support the campaign to save Wreck 
Beach. But Williams says that UBC 
and GVRD have been reticent in their 
response to the public outcry over the 
towers. “We have been warning UBC 
and the GVRD about the impacts of 
this development for over a year, but 
they refused to listen. Now all of the 
problems we warned them about are 
happening,” said Williams.  

UBC initially reacted to public 
concern by claiming that studies pre-
pared by its consultants proved that 
the tower blocks would not impact 
the beach. Ironically, however, UBC 
refused to release those studies to 
the public. WBPS fi nally obtained 
the studies after making an applica-
tion under provincial freedom of 
information legislation and provided 
them to experts in engineering, geo-
morphology and wildlife biology for 

independent review. Those experts 
concluded that the studies were defi -
cient in several respects; in particular, 
UBC’s consultants failed to consider 
the potential impacts of the towers on 
the fragile cliffs and wildlife habitat 
adjacent to the development.  

Williams says that a visual impact 
study commissioned by WBPS proves 
that the towers will mar the pristine 
viewscapes from the beach and forev-
er change its natural setting. She also 
describes the very real concern about 
cliff erosion in the area, pointing to 
three landslides of increasing severity 
that have occurred on the cliffs below 
the towers since construction began.  

“The recent landslides on the cliff-
face below the construction site are 
Mother Nature’s way of warning us 
that these Towers will be bad for the 
Park,” cautions Williams.  

Williams is also concerned about 
the potential for bird-strikes on the 
towers and Forsyth notes that experts 
have confi rmed that the beach area 
and the Point Grey peninsula are on 
the globally signifi cant Pacifi c Flyway 
for migratory birds.  

But what about the students?
Williams and Forsyth say there is 
broad community support for more 
student housing on campus, but not at 
the expense of the park. They argue 
that UBC could easily fi nd a place 
for new student residences elsewhere 
on its sprawling campus but it ap-
pears that UBC has chosen to use 
those other lands to build hundreds of 
luxury homes for the private market 
rather than students. UBC students 

URBAN WILD

agree. The UBC Alma Mater Soci-
ety, which represents all current UBC 
students, recently issued a unanimous 
and strongly-worded resolution that 
confi rms the importance of Pacifi c 
Spirit Regional Park for students and 
expresses opposition to any student 
housing development that fails to en-
sure the protection of the environment 
and Park values. 

The campaign to save Wreck 
Beach is building momentum. But 
rather than work with local citizens, 
UBC has resisted pressure from the 
public and GVRD to modify its plans.  
On October 29, 2004, the GVRD 
Board passed resolutions expressing 
opposition to any development that 
would compromise viewscapes from 
all areas of exposed sand at low tide 
and requiring UBC to conduct a com-
prehensive public consultation. UBC 
ignored those resolutions and carried 
on with the construction of the fi rst 
tower through the holiday season, 
raising it to its full height early in 
2005.

By February 2005, the GVRD 
Board had passed more resolutions, 
recommending that UBC consider 
adopting a “line-of-site” approach 
to building heights and refrain from 
building any structures that would 
be visible from the beach at low tide. 
The UBC Alma Mater Society has 
specifi cally endorsed this recommen-
dation, which would have required 
that the three remaining tower blocks 
be somewhat lower than planned. 
UBC  has indicated that it will not 
be constrained in this way. Instead, 
UBC will hold a public meeting on 
the towers, claiming that to adopt the 
line-of-site approach now would be to 
“pre-judge” the public consultation 
process it intends to co-ordinate.  

Williams and Forsyth see the up-
coming public meeting as one of the 
watershed moments in the campaign 
to save Wreck Beach. “Wreck Beach 
is a special place and we have heard 

UBC initially reacted to 
public concern by claiming 
that studies prepared by its 
consultants proved that the 
tower blocks would not im-
pact the beach. Ironically, 
however, UBC refused to 
release those studies to the 
public.

MAY-JULY 2005
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from thousands of people all over British Columbia and 
around the world who want the beach preserved in its natu-
ral state,” says Williams.  “Our job now is to make sure that 
those people are informed and have an opportunity to ex-
press their concern for the beach to UBC and the GVRD.”

UBC must fi rst present its plans for the public meet-
ing to the UBC/GVRD Joint Committee for approval.  It 
was expected that this would take place at the April 20, 
2005 meeting of the Joint Committee, but that meeting was 
cancelled apparently because UBC was not yet ready to 
disclose its plans. The next meeting of the Joint Committee 
is scheduled for May 25. Meanwhile, UBC is now claiming 
that the beach and tidal fl ats are not natural features deserv-
ing of protection, but are in fact the result of historical hu-
man activities such as the dredging of the Fraser River and 
the construction of a breakwater.   


For more information about the upcoming public meeting 
and how to help save Wreck Beach, write:

Wreck Beach Preservation Society, 
c/o 28616 Haverman Rd., Bradner BC V4X 2P3
Email: judyw@wreckbeach.org - Fax: 604-856-9598.
Website: www.wreckbeach.org.

URBAN WILD

ZWreck Beach continued
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Chiapas Amber Creations
Natural Untreated Chiapas Amber

• Red, Green and Blue Amber
• 22 million year old Fossils
• Custom Lapidary Services
• Custom made Beads

Mike 250-247-9125

info@amberbug.com

www.amberbug.com
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Roundup Ravages Frogs
The herbicide Roundup, the sec-

ond most commonly applied herbicide 
in the United States, is “extremely 
lethal” to amphibians. In a paper 
published in the journal Ecological 
Applications, University of Pittsburgh 
assistant professor of biology Rick 
Relyea examined how a pond’s entire 
community — 25 species, includ-
ing crustaceans, insects, snails, and 
tadpoles — responded to the addition 
of the manufacturers’ recommended 
doses of two insecticides, Sevin 
(carbaryl) and malathion, and two 
herbicides, Roundup (glyphosate) and 
2,4-D.

Relyea found that Roundup 
caused a 70 percent decline in am-
phibian biodiversity and an 86 percent 
decline in the total mass of tadpoles. 
Leopard Frog tadpoles and Gray 
Treefrog tadpoles were completely 
eliminated and Wood Frog tadpoles 
and toad (Bufo) tadpoles were nearly 
eliminated. One species of frog, 
Spring Peepers, was unaffected.

Relyea initially conducted the ex-
periment to see whether the Roundup 
would have an indirect effect on the 
frogs by killing their food source, 
the algae. However, he found that 
Roundup, although an herbicide, ac-

tually increased the amount of algae 
in the pond because it killed most of 
the frogs.

Previous research had found that 
the lethal ingredient in Roundup was 
not the herbicide itself, glyphosate, 
but rather the surfactant, or detergent, 
that allows the herbicide to pen-
etrate the waxy surfaces of plants. In 
Roundup, that surfactant is a chemical 
called polyethoxylated tallowamine. 
Other herbicides have less dangerous 
surfactants: Relyea’s study found that 
2,4-D had no effect on tadpoles.

In response to Monsanto’s criti-
cisms of the Relyea study, there is 
now a webpage that addresses Mon-
santo’s concerns: http://www.pitt.edu/
~relyea/Roundup.html

The Center for North American 
Herpetology Lawrence, Kansas, 

April 2005.  http://www.cnah.org

Dumping Europe’s Toxic 
Garbage
Dutch environment offi cials have 

intercepted over a thousand tonnes 
of contaminated household garbage 
disguised as waste paper on its way 
to be recycled in China. Other trucks 
escaped and the waste eventually 
wound up in Indonesia. Dutch envi-
ronment ministry offi cials believe that 
British and other European garbage is 
being systematically dumped in poor 
countries via the port of Rotterdam. 
The Dutch say waste companies 
across Europe are colluding to avoid 
paying escalating landfi ll and recy-
cling charges.

The foul-smelling rubbish in-
cludes electronic waste, waste food, 
plastic packaging, batteries, drink 
cans, old clothes, wood, paper, broken 
glass and vegetable matter. One Eu-
ropean study in 2004 suggested that 
20% of the waste headed for China as 
paper and plastic for recycling, was 
actually illegal but authorities from 
the Netherlands say the fi gure may be 
closer to 70%.

The Guardian, March 2005 

Blue Green Algae and ALZ
International researchers are sug-

gesting that cyanobacteria, known as 
blue-green algae, commonly give off 
a neurotoxin implicated in Alzhe-
imer’s disease (ALZ). The toxin is 
a naturally occurring amino acid, 
beta-methyl-amino-alanine (BMAA) 
which binds with protein. It has been 
blamed for causing a disease similar 
to Alzheimer’s on the Pacifi c island 
of Guam and has been found in the 
brain tissue of Canadians with ALZ. 
Whether BMAA causes ALZ is un-
known. It is showing up in a range of 
water bodies around the world. Algae 
blooms are enhanced by the nutrients 
from air and sewage pollution.

Sunday Herald, April 2005

Illegal GE Rice
Greenpeace is calling for an 

urgent, international product recall 
after uncovering the illegal release 
of a variety of genetically engineered 
(GE) rice in China. The GE rice has 
not been approved for human con-
sumption and may have contaminated 
Chinese rice exports. A Greenpeace 
research team discovered unapproved 
GE rice being sold and grown illegal-
ly in the Chinese province of Hubei, 
after testing by the international labo-
ratory Genescan. The unapproved Bt 
Rice is suspected of causing allergic 
reactions.

Greenpeace, April 2005

Illegal GE Corn
Due to contamination by an ille-

gal variety of genetically engineered 
corn, Europe has banned all imports 
of US corn gluten animal feed. Up 
until now US farmers have been ex-
porting $450 million in corn gluten 
every year to the EU. Several varieties 
of GE corn are illegal in the EU, and 
almost no GE corn is grown by EU 
farmers, due to European consumer 
concerns about its impact on human 
health and the environment. 

www.organicconsumers.org/

NEWS

MAY-JULY 2005
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Electronic Version
What a great issue! Your article on the Single Trans-

ferable Vote was the clearest explanation I’ve read so far 
-- better even than the Citizen Assembly’s own household-
er brochure which I received recently.  I agree fully with 
your assessment that STV sure beats the current system, 
which is probably why the two major parties don’t like it, 
and neither does the corporate media, nor the unions. They 
realize that with STV their cozy control of the levers of 
political power may be in jeopardy. 

And ‘yes’ to your offer to change my subscription 
from paper to the e-version. I try to get my bills sent to me 
electronically (and to pay them that way too) for the same 
reasons: to save paper, save energy, and save postage.  

Sheryl Taylor-Munro, Salt Spring Island, BC

Edit for the Bulletin Board 
I’ve been following the BC Citizens’ Assembly close-

ly for the past year, hoping for a promising result from 
their investigations into alternative voting systems for BC.  
When a fl yer arrived in my mail, explaining their recom-

More Mail
Did you know

you can be the fi rst on your block 
with the newest issue of the Watershed Sentinel?
We already save a lot of trees by using 100% post 

consumer recycled paper. 
Now we invite YOU to save paper, YOU to save paper, YOU

energy, time and money.
Subscribers only can get an electronic 

copy at the same time as we go to press. 

Email orders@watershedsentinel.ca

MAY/JULY 2005
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mendation for a Single Transferable Vote system, I must 
confess I didn’t fi nd it easy to read or understand, despite 
my ongoing interest in the topic. I still wasn’t clear about 
the difference between STV and the Mixed Member Pro-
Rep system.

But lo — The next day WS arrived in the mail, and 
your editorial (January-February 2005) summarized the 
process and results concisely and with perfect clarity. 
Once again, an editorial worth posting on my bulletin 
board and passing on to others - thank you!

Susan Yates, Gabriola Island BC
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We are buying this advertising space
in the Watershed Sentinel because we 

believe that there must be strong and 
passionate voices speaking the truth; for 
our children, for the trees, the ocean, for 
the spirit of life that fi lls us all. We believe 
that the Watershed Sentinel, which brings 
news, ideas and wisdom from around the 
Strait, and around the world, is one of the 
collective voices that must be sustained.

Discovery Organics is a small, B.C. 
company, distributing certifi ed organic 

whole foods and the loving production of 
over 90 Certifi ed Organic farms in B.C. to 
consumer buying groups and retail stores 
across the West.
For more information, contact us at 
1-877-299-1683 or 

info@discoveryorganics.cainfo@discoveryorganics.ca
Affordable Organic Food

Discovery Organics
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INVESTING ETHICALLY,
INVESTING WISELY

Caring Where Your Money Is Invested
Can Go Hand In Hand With Good Returns

THE PINCH GROUP
Experience  •  Integrity  •  Results

Brian Pinch MPA, FCSI     Frank Arnold BSc., CFP
 Lori Woytowich                 Mike Higgins B.Comm 

Victoria’s Experts on Socially Responsible Investing

250-405-2468 or 1-877-405-2400

INVESTING ETHICALLY,

Call for a free information package on
Socially Responsible Investing or an

invitation to our next public workshop

NEWS

Clean Clothes without Soap
Just add water and stir

Australian scientists have discovered that degassed 
water, which is ordinary tap water with all of its dissolved 
air removed, will clean clothes of dirt and grease. Nor-
mally, water absorbs some of the air it comes into contact 
with and so becomes fi lled with tiny bubbles of nitrogen 
and oxygen. These bubbles accumulate on the surfaces of 
hydrophobic materials, like oils and grease that repel water, 
eventually drawing the dirt and grease into hard-to-break-
apart clumps. Essentially, the dissolved air in the water 
is acting like an adhesive that keeps oils and grease right 
where they are. (Detergents work by surrounding these 
clumps with a water-soluble coating that defeats this glue-
like effect and allows the offending material to dissolve 
into the wash water.)

Degassed water does begin to re-acquire air bubbles as 
soon as it is exposed to the atmosphere, but the research-
ers say that this happens too slowly to affect the cleaning 
abilities of freshly degassed water and could even be a good 
thing: As the degassed water re-absorbs air, it could cause 
dirt and oil particles now lifted from clothing to clump 
back together in the wash water and become that much 

easier to remove. Degassed water can easily and inexpen-
sively be created by passing it through a porous membrane 
that absorbs the gases but not the liquid.

The research was published in the January 2005 issue 
of the Journal of Physical Chemistry.

— Non-Toxic Times, Seventh Generation, March 2005
www.seventhgeneration.com
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A new study published in the 
March 30th edition of the prestigious 
scientifi c journal Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B (a publication of the 
UK’s national academy of science) 
shows that the transfer of parasitic 
sea lice from salmon farms to wild 
salmon populations is much greater 
and more extensive than previously 
believed.

This quantitative analysis of par-
asite transfer is a scientifi c milestone 
in a contentious debate. It is the fi rst 
to isolate and measure the impact of a 
fi sh farm on sea lice outbreaks in wild 
salmon. The study combined new 
fi eld techniques that allowed compre-
hensive, individual observations of 
over 5,500 young wild pink and chum 
salmon over 60 km of migration route; 
an enormous data set from months of 
laborious fi eldwork; and state of the 
art models of disease transfer.

“Our research shows that the 

FISH FARMS

Increase in sea lice 
infections of wild juve-
nile salmon are poten-
tially deadly and extend 
for 30 km beyond farms.

impact of a single farm is far reach-
ing,” says lead author Marty Krkosek. 
“Sea lice production from the farm we 
studied was four orders of magnitude 
— 30,000 times — higher than natu-
ral. These lice then spread out around 
the farm. Infection of wild juvenile 
salmon was 73 times higher than am-
bient levels near the farm and exceed-
ed ambient levels for 30 kilometres of 
the wild migration route.”

This increase in sea lice abun-
dance is likely to be damaging for 
already dwindling wild salmon popu-
lations in British Columbia, where the 
study took place.

In Europe, transfer of parasites 
is generally accepted as a signifi cant 
threat to adjacent wild populations 
– although European studies have not 
measured the direct transfer of sea lice 
from farms to wild salmon. However, 
a bitter debate continues in British 
Columbia and the Pacifi c Northwest 
as to whether salmon farms are con-
tributing to sea lice infections of wild 
salmon at all.

The researchers isolated the ef-
fect of the salmon farm by studying 
the infection levels of migrating juve-
nile pink and chum salmon as they ap-

proached and passed a salmon farm. 
Within the study area, the salmon 
farms are anchored in a long thin 
fjord. Here the wild salmon have no 
choice but to pass by the farm on their 
seaward migration. 

The scientists developed new, 
non-lethal sampling techniques that 
allowed them to examine thousands of 
the fi sh for parasites, taking measure-
ments every 2 to 4 km. The fi sh start 
in the rivers and head to sea, traveling 
en masse in large mixed schools. Thus 
the scientists could see the effect on 
the salmon as they moved toward the 
farm. They found that the juvenile 
salmon carried almost no sea lice 
prior to the farm but became heavily 
infected as they approached it.

Unlike other species, pink and 
chum salmon leave their natal rivers 
while still much smaller than your 
baby fi nger – 3 cm long – and weigh-
ing only half a gram. “The youngest 
fi sh can be only days old when they 
encounter a farm,” says Krkosek. 
“Some of these fi sh are so young their 
egg sacks haven’t been fully absorbed 
– even fi sh this small are infected.”

The anchored farms, open cages 
of closely packed salmon, are aquatic 

Research Reveals Lice from Farms

photo by Alexandra Morton

MAY-JULY 2005
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feedlots providing the ideal condi-
tions for the breeding and spread of 
sea lice amongst the adult fi sh. For the 
migrating wild salmon, the farm is a 
concentrated point source of infec-
tious lice larvae.

“We found lice levels exceeded 
what we would fi nd normally, extend-
ing for 30 km – even though the farm 
is only about 0.2 km long,” says John 
Volpe, the third co-author from the 
University of Victoria. “Conserva-
tively this means that the parasite 
footprint of the farm is 150 times 
larger than the farm itself.”

Sea lice can lower the fi tness of 
salmon - and in some cases be lethal 
- as they create open lesions on the 
surface of the fi sh that compromise 
a fi sh’s ability to maintain its salt-
water balance. When infection rates 
are high enough, the parasites feed on 
the fi sh at rates greater than the fi sh 
can feed itself, literally eating the fi sh 
alive. Adult salmon can survive sea 
lice infection, but young salmon are 
much more vulnerable due to their 
small size.

Under natural conditions, juve-
nile pinks and chum do not typically 
have to contend with sea lice because 
the adult salmon are far out at sea and 
are widely dispersed. By the time the 
migrating pinks and chum normally 
encounter lice, the juveniles have 
had the time to put on body mass and 
build resistance. The location of the 
farm near the natal rivers undermines 
this natural coping strategy.

The fi eld study also discovered a 
new cause for alarm: once the young 
salmon pass the farm and pick up the 
sea lice, the migrating school be-
comes a moving cloud of contagions. 
Sea lice larvae mature and reproduce 
on the seaward salmon with each 
louse producing 300-800 eggs. This 
second round of lice larvae can re-
infect the fi sh in the school and can 
spread to other previously unexposed 
populations coming from geographi-
cally disparate regions.

“At about the 30 km mark from 
the farm, those lice become reproduc-
tive,” says Volpe. “In effect, the farm 
has exported its lice generating prop-
erties – a cyclical event establishing 
the potential for re-infections up and 
down the coast. As the abundance of 
lice increases, we are now realizing 
that lice will attack other species, 
not only salmon, but other fi sh such 
as herring which are the spark plugs 
of the entire ecosystems – everything 
depends on them – from salmon to 
whales to seabirds. Every commer-
cially important fi sh is either directly 
or indirectly dependent on herring.”

“Previous studies have been dis-
missed by industry, but past studies 
haven’t looked at such large samples 
or the spatial aspect,” says fi sheries 
biologist Ransom Myers of the Uni-
versity of Dalhousie. “This study goes 
far beyond a theoretical model. They 
tested the model in the real world, us-
ing an enormous data set, and saw the 

same patterns. It is a very thorough 
analysis.”

“We’ve tried to be very careful 
and conservative – but there is po-
tential for a major impact on the sur-
vivorship of the migrating salmon,” 
says Lewis.

“The next step is to thoroughly 
investigate the degree of impact on 
wild populations,” adds Krkosek.

The authors concur that their 
fi ndings point to a need to recon-
sider the premise of industrial scale 
fi sh farming in wild salmon habits. 
“There’s a double bottom line here. 
The full ecological costs of industrial 
scale salmon farming must be quanti-
fi ed as well as the economic ones,” 
says Volpe. “For the migratory runs 
we studied, there may be very little 
time left.”

— Press Release, University of 
Victoria, University of Alberta and 
SeaWeb, March 2005
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Homalco Victory at Bute
The BC Supreme Court ruled in March the Homalco First Nation 

had not been properly consulted by the provincial Ministry of Agricul-
ture, Food and Fisheries before the ministry approved 700,000 Atlantic 
salmon smelts at a fi sh farm site at Bute Inlet in the band’s traditional 
territory. The farm had originally been approved for Chinook. The Court 
stopped expansion plans until consultations were completed. 

The Georgia Strait Alliance, an environmental group which signed 
an agreement of co-operation with the Homalco band last year, said the 
Homalco band’s victory has implications for other First Nations and fi sh 
farms on the coast.

“Justice Powers has confi rmed what the Georgia Strait Alliance has 
been saying for over a decade - the salmon farm industry in this province 
is operating in the face of signifi cant scientifi c knowledge gaps and inad-
equate regulation,” said Eric Blueschke, spokesperson for the Georgia 
Strait Alliance. “Despite this known reality, the provincial government 
continues to increase the cumulative risk and impact on our coastal ma-
rine environments by facilitating the expansion of this industry.”

 — Campbell River Mirror, March 2005 
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On Election Day in BC, May 17th,  a referendum 
will give us the choice to stay with our present 
voting method, FPTP (First Past The Post), or 

change to proportional representation using a method 
called STV, which stands for Single Transferable Vote. 

It can more simply be referred to as 1-2-3 voting. You, 
the voter, have more choice of candidates. You can just 
pick your favourite as you currently do or you can select 
1st choice, 2st choice, 2st nd choice, 3nd choice, 3nd rd choice etc. You still only get rd choice etc. You still only get rd

one vote but if your number 1 choice is knocked out 
of the running then your vote gets transferred to your 
number 2 choice and so on. In order to make the result even 
more proportional, votes are also trans-
ferred if your 1st choice does get elected st choice does get elected st

but with more votes than are needed. If, for 
example, your number 1 choice gets dou-
ble the votes needed to be elected then half 
your vote counts toward that candidate and 
half to your 2nd choice.nd choice.nd

In the last election opposition parties 
got 42% of the vote but ended up with only 
two seats out of 79, giving the Liberals a 
huge majority totally out of proportion 
to the vote. In the previous election the 
Liberals got more votes than the NDP yet the NDP got the 
majority of the seats. STV is much less complicated than 
trying to explain how the existing system generates such 
ludicrous results. 

This is strictly a one-shot chance. The current system 
favours large political parties and it is not often that a big 
political party is willing to give voters the chance to choose 
which candidates they want from each party and to be able 
to vote for independents or small parties without fear of 
wasting their vote. If we don’t seize this opportunity it is 
unlikely to be repeated. 

For the Kootenays, the size of the new constituencies 
is a subject of much debate. The actual size of the con-
stituency will be determined by an independent boundaries 
commission who will listen to all sides of this debate. The 
number of MLAs in each region will stay the same (adjust-
ed by changing population as always) so the constituencies 
increase in size to accommodate multiple MLAs.

MLAs will be held more accountable. This is because 
voters get to pick which candidate from any one party and 
because STV weakens party discipline; MLAs switching to 

BC ELECTION

Power to
People
not Parties
Vote Yes!

be independents is much more realisable so parties tend 
to be less disciplinarian. MLAs who stick to party lines 
may compare badly when voters are shopping for the 
best candidate. There’s nothing like a little competition 
between the candidates from the same party. Under FPTP 
once a government is elected, party discipline effectively 
stifl es any individuality the MLAs may have. Instead of 
your MLA representing you in the legislature, the party’s 

MLA represents the party viewpoint to you.
Many people, and especially youth, don’t even 

bother to vote under FPTP. Under the FPTP new vot-
ers quickly get disillusioned when their vote doesn’t seem 

to affect the outcome even though large 
numbers of people agree with their choice 
of party or independent. Some youth are 
considering voting just for the referendum 
and not bothering with the election.

STV gives most power to the voters.
Other methods that were considered but 
rejected give slightly more proportional 
results but the voters only get to choose 
local candidates for half of the seats with 
the other half of the seats being fi lled di-

rectly by the political parties. I do not think BC voters have 
enough trust in political parties to make this attractive.

Interview With An Aussie

I had a chance to talk recently with Senator Bob Brown 
in Australia where various forms of STV have been used: 
the Australian Senate since 1949; the state of Tasmania  
since 1909; and some municipalities since 1896. Bob 
Brown was elected for the Green Party to the Tasmanian 
Parliament in 1983 and to the Australian Senate in 1996. He 
was re-elected to the Senate in 2001. Both use the Single 
Transferable Vote and Bob believes that it is an incredibly 
fair system, popular with voters, and supported across the 
political spectrum in Australia.

Proportional representation is widely used around the 
world. Seventy-fi ve countries including most of Europe and 
more than half of the free democracies use proportional 
representation. Concerns about minority governments and 
the effectiveness and stability of governments may be alle-
viated by looking at countries such as Denmark, Germany, 
Australia, New Zealand and many others.

What’s the Referendum
All About? by Roy Ball
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BC ELECTION

On May 17 we have an opportu-
nity to pick the direction we want to 
go in forestry in the province, but fi rst 
we need to fi nd out what our political 
parties have in mind. Will it be more 
of the same corporate control and 
raw log exports, or will it be a new 
direction where a reinvigorated so-
cial contract truly works in the best 
interests of our communities and our 
environment? The fi rst step in change 
is to start asking these questions, and 
that’s part of the reason we’re here 
tonight. 

I know there is a tremendous 
amount of apathy among British Co-
lumbian voters as we approach the 
next provincial election. 

Many people have asked, what’s 
the point of voting in the next provin-
cial election? Politicians never listen 

anyway. It’s a question I’ve been 
asked many times lately, and honestly 
has me worried about the future of our 
province. 

I tell those people that 73 percent 
of eligible voters under 25 didn’t even 
vote in the last provincial election; the 
number was not much higher for those 
under 35. Given this level of apathy 
why should politicians feel they need 
to listen to voters? If we don’t vote 
or share our values with them, what 
good are we in a democracy?

We’ll never succeed at motivat-
ing our politicians to undertake our 
vision of change unless we engage 
in the democratic process and inform 
them of the direction we want to go. 
Participating in that process doesn’t 
mean voting once every four years 
for a candidate you’ve never heard of. 

Democracy is a constant process that 
demands constant citizen participa-
tion in order for it to work properly. 

I would encourage every commu-
nity to hold an all-candidates forum 
on the environment. We need to start 
holding our elected offi cials responsi-
ble for their actions if we’re going to 
achieve our vision of change. We have 
materials that can help you. There are 
places that will help you write letters 
to the editor to create the debate in the 
lead up to May 17. 

We are at a crossroads and it’s up 
to us, the citizens of this province, to 
decide whether to continue to live in a 
bubble or take the path less travelled 
– the one grounded in our values and 
the one that will create a future our 
children will be proud of.

See Election Resources Page 17

Vote to Create a Future
Excerpt from a speech by Justin Caleb, Sierra BC, “Living in a Lawless Land” tour

Australia is almost as large as Canada with signifi cant-
ly less population. The state of Western Australia, which 
also uses STV, is much larger than British Columbia with a 
similar population. 

Our concerns about the large size of the constituencies 
in rural areas have proven not to be a problem in Australia. 
Indeed larger constituencies work much better than our 
existing system. This is because the larger constituencies 
have more MLAs. If you cannot get a particular MLA to 
take up your cause, you can try the others.

This is particularly effective when your closest MLA is 
not from your favourite political party, or is not sympathetic 
to your cause. By the way, in Australia the Senate, which is 
elected using STV, has a higher proportion of women than 
the lower house which is not elected using STV. 

Interestingly, in the 1986 Tasmanian election, the 
proportion of seats held by each party did not change very 
much. What did change was that half of the previous MLAs 
were replaced because the voters felt that many incumbent 
candidates were not tackling the concerns of the voters.

STV does not use electronic voting. You vote on a piece 
of paper marking your choices, as many as you want. These 
are entered into a computer; then another team of typists 
is brought in to retype everything. Any discrepancies are 
scrutinized by all the candidates and election offi cials. The 

original paper votes are also manually scrutinized then 
placed into secure long-term storage. Computer errors or 
attempted cheating are easily picked up.

In Australia the major results are known on election 
night. The fi nal details are known as soon as all mail-in 
ballots have been received and all challenges from the vote 
scrutineers have been resolved.

Voters like STV. For each party, they get to choose 
which party candidate among many they want to pick as 
their number one choice rather than have the party make 
this decision for them. They can vote across party lines 
choosing their fi rst choice from one party and their other 
choices from other parties across the spectrum. They can 
pick an independent or a candidate from a small party with-
out fear that the vote will be wasted.


Roy Ball lives near Nelson BC and is a 
telecommuter who owns an electron-

ics company near Ottawa that exports 
world wide. He is working for the 

Yes side in the STV referendum. For 
speakers or more information, contact 

him: Phone: 250-359-6896, Email: 
rball2@imagotrackers.com
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Broad Coalition
To Avoid Vote Split
The Broad Coalition is a group of NDP, Green and 

nonpartisan voters that has been meeting for three years 
to promote cooperation of progressive parties on May 17. 
They were righteously rebuffed by both the NDP and the 
Green Party in their attempts to urge some kind of formal 
strategic alliance but have persevered. They are now host-
ing an on-line vote registry to encourage vote-trading, rath-
er than “splitting the progressive vote.” This is a one-time, 
grassroots strategy designed to help elect a progressive 
candidate in constituencies where NDP and Green votes 
together could outnumber Liberal votes.

The Broad Coalition is endorsing both Green and NDP 
constituencies so that voters from both parties can cooper-
ate to elect as many progressive candidates as possible. A 
Green can vote NDP in one constituency, knowing that an 
NDP will vote Green in another.

Powell River-Sunshine Coast, the constituency of 
Green Party leader Adriane Carr, is endorsed as Green. 
Victoria-Beacon Hill, the constituency of NDP leader Car-
ole James, is endorsed as NDP as are Victoria-Hillside, Es-
quimalt-Metchosin, Nanaimo, and Nelson-Creston. Other 
constituencies will be added. Check the website. 

Phone: 250-478-6906 or 384-0477
www.broadcoalition.net

BC ELECTION

Resources
To Register to Vote: Elections BC 
Ph: 1-800-661-8683 — www.elections.bc.ca
Just the Facts on the environmental record of the 
BC government — www.BC Facts.org
Environmental Leadership 
A dozen BC environmental groups have chosen four 
areas where they say solutions are possible, given gov-
ernment leadership: 
• A demonstration project on large scale closed contain-
ment fi sh farms 
• A clear law to protect BC’s 1,300 endangered species 
• Investment in BC parks equal to Parks Canada levels
• A smart transportation plan that stops highway and 
bridge expansion in the Greater Vancouver Area 

— www.environmentalleadership.org

Vote Environment
Sierra BC presents questions on issues to ask at all 
candidates meetings 
— www.sierraclub.ca/bc/vote/issues.shtml

Wild Troubles at WCWC
The Western Canada Wilderness Committee 
(WCWC) will con-
tinue to distribute 
their Vote Wild! 
newspaper, de-
spite a warning 
from Elections BC 
that they regard 
the educational newspaper as partisan election 
advertising. The newspaper highlights fi ve key 
environmental issues, the government’s record on 
those issues and possible solutions.

“We’ve been publishing our little four page 
educational report newspapers regularly for 24 
years now. Over those two and a half decades, 
we have suggested ways to safeguard BC’s envi-
ronment and sometimes that means being critical 
of the environmental record of the various govern-
ments who’ve been in power,” said Director Joe 
Foy. 

Elections BC offi cial Nola Western warned the 
organization via email that the Wilderness Com-
mittee’s four–page educational newspaper was 
deemed to be partisan election advertising be-
cause it is critical of the BC government’s environ-
mental record. The Wilderness Committee was 
warned to either formally register the educational 
newspaper or cease distribution between April 19 
and May 17, 2005. A compromise may be in the 
works. As of press time, Western would only say 
“That’s between us and the Wilderness Commit-
tee. We are working with them.” 

“We consulted our lawyer and received an 
opinion from him that our publication is non-parti-
san and therefore does not need to be registered 
as election advertising,” said Foy.

“As an organization we have never broken the 
law. This is a non-partisan educational report that 
highlights issues, not political parties. We have 
chosen to stand our ground because we believe 
that the public has a right to read our point of view 
regarding environmental protection issues in BC,” 
concluded Foy.

Vote Wild! is available from the Wilderness 
Committee’s offi ces in Vancouver or Victoria or at 
www.wildernesscommittee.org. 

Ph:  604-683-8220



18WATERSHED SENTINEL MAY-JULY 2005

If you’re new to BC, 
or to birding, this 
handy little water 
resistant book 
might be a great 
start, a colour-
coded reference 
guide to 83 of BC’s 
most common 
birds.

Compact Guide to 
British Columbia 
Birds, Campbell 
et al. Lone Pine 
Publishing, 2005. 
ISBN 1-55105-471-
X. 192 pgs soft 
cover, $12.95 retail 
or ph: 1-800-661-
9017

I turned fi fty not long ago. I guess a couple of side ef-
fects of that is - one – I think about the past more and - two 
– I’m more grumpy. I’m especially grumpy around things 
or people that mess with nature.

I suppose my road to grumpiness began a long time 
ago whilst hanging out under a bridge, beside a muddy 
stream, thinking about salmon.

My brother and I used to ride our bikes down to the 
Salmon River near Fort Langley every October during our 
kidhood to fi sh for the wild coho salmon. Most days we got 
skunked, but we didn’t care – much. They say hope springs 
eternal in the fi sher’s heart.

On wet mornings we’d take shelter under the old Glov-
er Road Bridge from the drizzle. The mist would hang on 
the fi elds like a dreamscape. 

There’s a lot of time to observe and think and imagine 
when you’re hunkered down under a bridge for the better 
part of a day – especially when you are a kid. I suppose 
that’s when I began to really be awed by the various fi nned 
and feathered and furred critters that shared our little 
muddy corner of the world. 

One of the rituals of fi shing was when we’d paw 
through the rat’s nest of lures and snarled line that passed 
for our tackle box looking for just the right lure. One class 
of lures we called the “spinners.”

Spinners are meant to fool fi sh into biting. There’s an-
other kind of spinner that is meant to fool people. 

Just the other day an environmental researcher that I’ve 

known for a couple of decades or so dropped by to show 
me something. “Do you remember when the Minister of 
Environment, Bill Barisoff announced in March that the 
BC government had protected nearly two million hectares 
of land for wildlife?” he said.

“Yeah, I remember,” I said. “The so called protection 
is pretty weak. It still allows road building and logging 
throughout most of it.” 

“True enough,” said my friend. “But look here – it 
gets worse,” he said rolling out a big map with colourful 
boundaries felt-penned across it. “I’ve been doing some 
checking and the areas the government announced as pro-
tected in the Chilcotin Plateau area are the exact same areas 
that were already given the same amount of protection as a 
result of the Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan back in the 
mid-1990s!”

The government had merely re-spun a very old eco-
announcement. Now that’s a whopper of a spinner! 

Earlier I felt like I’d been spun silly when I had read in 
the Chilliwack Progress about Maple-Ridge-Mission MLA 
Randy Hawes’ claim that the law to protect salmon streams 
in urban settings had been “improved” by the government. 

The article went on to explain that it used to be that 
biologists in the BC environment ministry would inspect 
proposals to build housing projects and the like. Then they 
would send their comments about how to protect the local 
streams on to the municipal authorities.

Now the provincial government has gotten rid of the 
environment ministry and thrown out the standard 30-me-

COLUMN

Fishin’ with Spinners...

Wild Times

Continued on Page 19 a

rabble rousing 
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northern 

rainforest

by Joe Foy
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tre protection buffer zone for streamside protection.
According to Mr. Hawes, developers can now hire 

their own people to sign-off on development plans beside 
streams and simply fi le those reports with the new Ministry 
of Water Land and Air Protection. They can then build right 
up close to the salmon streams as long as their own hired 
“experts” say it’s okay.

That should cut down development delays, Mr. Hawes 
said. 

I guess he’s right. I expect it will cut down on coho 
salmon too.

Lucky for the fi sh some communities have other ideas. 
The communities of Coquitlam, Delta and Maple 

Ridge have opted out of the provincial government’s so-
called streamside protection legislation and passed their 
own bylaws to really protect their streams, keeping with 
the minimum 30 metre buffer zone, as supported by most 
biologists.

Now the developers want the provincial government to 
get tough with these uppity fi sh loving communities.  

Mr. Hawes said the government wouldn’t make any 
moves on the streamside regulations for the time being. 
But he warned that in the future the provincial government 
may not continue to allow cities to 
opt out to create their own stream 
protection bylaws.

How’s that for “improving” 
fi sh protection in our urban areas!

Not to be outdone in the 
government’s current super spin-
o-rama fest, Water Land and Air 
Protection Minister Bill Barisoff 
recently cast a fl ashy spinner of 
his own. When told that BC envi-
ronment groups were calling for 
provincial endangered species leg-
islation he replied that the govern-
ment of BC had recently enacted 
endangered species legislation!    

Barisoff was referring to the 
2004 Wildlife Amendment Act. 
This law, which might have given 
some limited protections to endan-
gered species, only applies to those 
species specifi cally listed as being 
covered under the Act. 

Now here’s the punch line. The 
government hasn’t listed any spe-
cies, so Barisoff’s law is completely 
useless!  It doesn’t protect so much 
as a single twig of spotted owl habi-

tat, not a strand of mountain caribou range, nor so much as 
a piece of one nesting branch for a marbled murrelet.

All I can say is don’t get fooled by the spinners. 
Things are getting mighty tough out there for the ones that 
swim and crawl and fl y and run like the wind. Caught in 
a vise grip of climate change and habitat destruction wild 
things need our help badly. 

Hope resides in the hearts and actions of those citizen 
activists who work to keep our government’s feet to the 
fi re on environmental matters. That kind of grassroots ac-
tion won’t stop all the government spinning but it can and 
does succeed in getting better protections for BC’s fi sh and 
wildlife. 

Now that I got that off my chest, I feel a whole lot less 
grumpy.  



Joe Foy is Campaign Director for the Western 
Canada Wilderness Committee, Canada’s largest 
citizen funded membership based wilderness pres-
ervation organization. WCWC currently has 28,000 
members from coast to coast to coast. 

COLUMN

Logged and burned spotted owl habitat smolders near Boston Bar 
BC, logged by the government’s BC Timber Sales. In 1991 there 
were an estimated 100 breeding pairs of spotted owls residing in their 
southwest BC old growth forest habitat. Today, thanks to aggressive 
logging, like that in the photo, only eight breeding pairs remain.
Photo: Andy Miller. Taken April 2005
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The CFIA came into being April 1, 1997, and it has The CFIA came into being April 1, 1997, and it has The CFIA came into being April 1, 1997
been a bad – and costly – joke ever since. It was set up 
to make it appear as a credible, independent agency of 
the Canadian Government, to “consolidate inspection, 
and animal and plant health services of Agriculture and 
Agri-Food Canada, Health Canada, and Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada,” reporting to the Minister of Agriculture. 
Its prime objectives were announced to be “consumer 
protection and the promotion of Canadian trade and 
commerce.” At the time it appeared to be little more than a 
re-labelling of the Biotechnology Strategies Coordination 
Offi ce of Agriculture Canada, as its staff were the same 
people at the same desks with 
the same phone numbers. The 
Government has never been 
apologetic about the dual — 
and contradictory — mandates 
of the CFIA even though this 
dual mandate has destroyed the 
credibility of the organization. 
Of more concern to the government, it would seem, are 
the benefi ts that accrue to its corporate cronies, at public 
expense, in the name of “food safety” and trade. 

Nowhere has this been more evident than in the shame-
less and relentless promotion of genetic engineering by 

FOOD SAFETY OPINION

Time
to Blow 

the 
Whistle

On the Canadian Food Inspection Agency

the CFIA. From the day of its establishment, the CFIA 
has functioned as a lobby for Monsanto and the rest of the 
biotech industry. Its contempt for the public has been most 
explicitly expressed in its adamant refusal to require the 
labelling of GE food. 

Despite loud claims that all of its work is “science-
based,” the CFIA’s procedures for approving genetically 
engineered crops and foods are based on the information 
it receives from the petitioners, that is, Monsanto et al. But 
it could hardly be otherwise — and was not intended to be 
otherwise — when the government closed the laboratories 
and got rid of the scientists that might actually have tested, 

and not just ‘assessed,’ the GE 
crops offered for approval.

To avoid public and inde-
pendent scientifi c scrutiny, the 
CFIA routinely declares all 
information it receives from its 
‘clients’ as proprietary, or con-
fi dential business information. 

Translated, this means, “It’s none of your business.” We 
are simply supposed to trust the CFIA, even though all the 
evidence suggests that it acts solely in the interest of its cor-
porate clients, not the public interest. That the companies 
whose products have been approved, primarily Monsanto, 

If the CFIA were actually concerned 
about public health, it would put 

real regulations in place that would 
govern line speeds, worker safety, 

cleanliness and plant size. 

Either the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) cares more about the health of 
trans-national agribusiness and trade than about Canada’s farm animals and food 
sources or it is simply incompetent and out of touch with reality.      by Brewster Kneen

Photo by Ester Strijbos
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Syngenta and Bayer, are not remotely Canadian makes it 
clear that it is trade and commerce per se that the CFIA is 
to promote, regardless of the consequences for Canadians 
or the environment. 

Consider recent events:

BSE 

The fi rst case of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy 
(BSE, so called because it causes sponge-like lesions in the 
brain) was found in a beef cow in Alberta in May 2003. 
Prior to that, a different form of Transmissible Spongiform 
Encephalopathy (TSE), Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD), 
was found in Canadian game-farm elk in 1996 and con-
fi rmed in wild deer in 2001. The CFIA has insisted that it is 
not possible for CWD to pass from wild animals to cattle. 
In 2002 the CFIA declared that CWD had been eradicated 
in farmed elk, though there is no empirical basis for such a 
claim. When BSE was identifi ed in the Alberta cow, the US 
shut off the fl ow of live cattle from Canada. (The previous 
year, Canada exported 1.6 million head of cattle for slaugh-
ter in the USA.) Closing of the border has had a devastating 
effect on Canadian cattle prices and Canadian farmers, 
while the major beef slaughtering 
plants — Cargill and Tyson, 
both in Alberta and both US-
owned — appear to have ben-
efi tted handsomely from the 
depressed prices for slaughter 
animals and retail prices did not 
plummet. Since then Canadian cattle producers have been 
pleading with the CFIA to introduce mandatory testing of 
all slaughter animals for BSE to ensure that no BSE gets 
into the food system (for humans or livestock) but the CFIA 
has not only refused, but has not allowed such testing even 
by those smaller slaughterhouses that wish to introduce it. 
Thus it appears that the CFIA is far more interested in the 
“trade and commerce” of Cargill and Tyson than in the 
welfare of Canadian farmers or the health of Canadian 
meat eaters. 

The presence of BSE in Canadian cattle has been at-
tributed to the recycling of animal protein in animal feed 
— feeding cows to cows — which transmits a prion which 
is believed to be the causal agent. More remains unknown 
than known about the ways of these disease-causing ‘pri-
ons,’ but it would seem to be prudent, to say the least, to in-
stitute an immediate ban on including blood and bone meal 
in any animal feed. This did not happen. The Government 
implemented a feed ban in 1997 prohibiting the feeding of 
ruminant animals with “most mammalian proteins.” 

However, it did not prohibit the manufacturing of such 
feed for other classes of livestock and pets. The assumption 

obviously was that there would never be a mix-up in the 
feed, whether in the feed mill or on the farm. This assump-
tion could be said to be naive at best. Not until December 
2004 did the CFIA move to prohibit the use of specifi ed 
risk material or SRM (that is, material rendered from cat-
tle parts such as brains and spinal cord, known to be the 
most active sites of BSE) in all animal feeds, including pet 
food. Either the CFIA cares more about the health of trans-
national agribusiness and trade than about Canada’s farm 
animals and food sources or it is simply incompetent and 
out of touch with reality. 

Avian Flu: Virus H7N3

The Avian Flu outbreak in British Columbia’s Fraser 
Valley in 2004 led to the killing of 19 million chickens 
and related poultry under orders from the CFIA. About 1.2 
million of these birds tested positive for the H7N3 virus 
and were composted, incinerated or landfi lled; the rest 
of the birds went to market. Among the birds eliminated 
were those of specialty poultry (rare breeds and Certifi ed 
Organic) and ‘backyard’ fl ocks, that is, small fl ocks raised 
for home consumption. Now their owners are calling for an 
independent inquiry to probe the Canadian Food Inspection 

Agency’s “mismanagement” of the 
avian fl u outbreak. 

A Parliamentary Commit-
tee on Agriculture that held 
hearings in January into the 
whole sad affair learned that 
only one backyard fl ock was 

infected with the avian fl u, rather than 12, as the CFIA had 
stated. Dr. Barbara Fisher, a backyard fl ock owner in Ab-
botsford, testifi ed that the CFIA unnecessarily killed more 
than 18,000 backyard birds, of various species, even though 
other countries dealing with an avian fl u outbreak offered 
alternatives, such as isolation, to backyard bird owners. 
Fisher observed that the one backyard fl ock that was infect-
ed tested positive for the fl u three days after a commercial 
farm located 400 metres away was depopulated. 

Ken Falk, spokesman for the Specialty Bird produc-
ers told the Committee “politics appeared to drive disease 
management strategies rather than basing decisions on sci-
ence” — the purpose being to re-open international trade 
as soon as possible for the four industrial ‘feather’ producer 
groups (chicken, egg layers, broiler hatching and turkeys). 
He said the CFIA ran rough-shod over the specialty bird 
producers and backyard fl ock owners and didn’t care if 
small businesses, such as his, survived or died. “I quote 
one high-ranking CFIA offi cial who said to me: ‘I am well 
aware of your business issues Mr. Falk and they are of no 
concern to me.’” — BC Newspaper Group 31/1/05 

FOOD SAFETY OPINION
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All the evidence suggests that the 
CFIA acts solely in the interest of 

its corporate clients,
not the public interest.
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Terminator Technology Bangkok, February 2005

A striking example of the CFIA doing the dirty work 
for its corporate clients occurred in Bangkok at a meet-
ing of “SBSTTA 10” (a scientifi c advisory body to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity) in February. Accord-
ing to a confi dential document leaked to ETC Group, the 
Canadian delegation was instructed to overturn an interna-
tional moratorium on genetic seed sterilisation technology 
(known universally as terminator), and, even worse, to 
“block consensus” on any other option. Thankfully, ETC 
Group reported, disaster was averted due to key interven-
tions by the governments of Norway, Sweden, Austria, the 
European Community, Cuba, Peru and Liberia on behalf of 
the African Group. 

According to the leaked instructions to Canadian 
negotiators, Canada was to insist that governments ac-
cept the fi eld testing and commercialization of Terminator 
varieties (referred to as GURTS – Genetic Use Restriction 
Technologies). As a result of the leaked documents being 
made public, Pat Mooney reports, during the plenary de-
bate Canada took a low key role and did not call for fi eld 
trials or commercialization and did not speak out against 
the moratorium other than to suggest that national govern-
ments might make independent decisions and, again, to 
suggest that national capacity-building might be useful to 
understand Terminator technologies. The Canadian delega-
tion apparently made no attempt to deny the authenticity 
of the leaked report. Mooney added, “We have the distinct 
impression that the Canadian Food Inspection Agency is 
taking the lead within the Canadian delegation on this is-
sue.” — ETC Group report 9/2/05 

The comment of Stephen Yarrow, national manager of 
the Plant Biosafety Offi ce at the Canadian Food Inspection 
Agency, confi rms this: “There’s no scientifi c reason why 
GURTs should be banned before we’ve been able to evalu-
ate them in fi eld trials. The Canadian government supports 
farmers and seed saving. However GURTs are a whole class 
of new technologies that offer a number of potential advan-
tages.” – Stephen Leahy, IPS news, 11/2/05 

Advantages to Monsanto and Syngenta, obviously, but 
certainly not to the Canadian public, the Third World, or 
farmers anywhere. 

Slaughterhouse regulation
The fi nal item in this brief litany of deceit has to do 

with the shifting sands of regulation in the meat industry 
and the even larger issue of the CFIA seeking to modernize 
and harmonize its regulation and integrate its information 
systems with those of the paranoid US and its Patriot Act.
This is the intent of Bill C-27, the CFIA Enforcement Act 

ZCFIA continued
on “smart regulation.” If passed, Bill C-27 will give the 
CFIA new powers to make regulations that will: 

• Lock us into the US regulatory system, 
• Increase privatization of the regulatory system, 
• Cripple our ability to protect our food system and 

diversify our trading relationships, 
• Make it even harder for the family farm and the small 

food processor to survive. 
For more information and how to take action, see 

www.beyondfactoryfarming.org/cgi-bin/index.pl 
As the example of the new provincial regulation for 

livestock slaughter in BC shows, the obvious intent of the 
CFIA’s moves to increase “food safety” in the slaughtering 
and processing of meat in Canada is to drive all the small 
local slaughter facilities (including mobile abattoirs) out of 
business by requiring them to meet the standards expected 
of factories slaughtering thousands of animal a day for ex-
port (Cargill, Tyson, Maple Leaf). 

The fact that it is on the factory farms and in the 
processing factories that all the disease problems arise 
seems to be irrelevant. 

In all the discussion there is never any consideration of 
where the pathogens come from and why. As a consequence, 
the countryside is to be tidied up and all meat production 
delivered into the hands of transnational agribusiness. If 
the CFIA were actually concerned about public health, it 
would put real regulations in place that would govern line 
speeds, worker safety, cleanliness and plant size. It would 
also outlaw the trucking of live animals long distances (ex-
cept for valuable breeding stock) on the grounds of cruelty 
to animals and food safety (stress-induced disease). At the 
same time, it would fi nd ways to provide inspection servic-
es to small local slaughterhouses, including mobile plants, 
to serve diversifi ed small scale agriculture. Of course this 
would destroy the meat packing industry as it is, but that 
would serve the public interest. It would help to put control 
of the food system back in the hands of farmers and com-
munities, where it should be. 

It is not reasonable, however, to expect the CFIA to 
perform such a radical operation on itself. 

Therefore, the fi rst step would be the dismantling of 
the CFIA and the creation of an independent food regula-
tory agency responsible not to Transnational Agribusiness 
and Market ideology but to Parliament and the Canadian 
public.



Originally published in The Ram’s Horn - A Monthly 
Newsletter Of Food System Analysis, No. 228, March 2005 
www.ramshorn.ca
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Sustaining Subscribers
($ 50 - 99 annual donation):
Sustaining Subscribers ensure our distribution to 

young people and the general public through assisting with 
the placement of the Watershed Sentinel in schools, col-Watershed Sentinel in schools, col-Watershed Sentinel
leges, universities and libraries.

We wish to acknowledge and say a very special thank 
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FEATURE

Do You
Need

Germ-Killing
Soaps?

Adapted from a Washington Toxics Coalition Fact Sheet
by Philip Dickey

Turn on the TV or read any home-
oriented magazine and you’ll see 
them. Ads for all kinds of household 
products containing germ-killing in-
gredients are everywhere. Hand soap, 
dishwashing liquid, underwear, kitch-
en sponges, toothbrushes, toothpaste, 
mattresses, cutting boards, window 
cleaner, socks, cycling shorts, chop 
sticks, pencils, and now facial tissues 
are all being marketed for their ability 
to kill germs. It’s been estimated that 
more than 700 antimicrobial-infused 
products are now available, including 
76% of all liquid soaps. Consumers, 
driven by frightening stories of E. coli 
outbreaks, bizarre viruses, and drug-
resistant germs are buying this stuff 
in the hopes that it will keep them safe 
(or their gym clothes from smelling). 
Do these products work or not? Does 
overuse of antimicrobial ingredients 
help breed super-germs? It’s one of 
the most controversial topics in public 
health these days. Still, there are some 

common-sense approaches on which  
most experts agree. 

Disinfectants, Antiseptics, 
and Antimicrobials

If you are confused by all the 
names and labels, you’re not alone. 

Antimicrobial is the general term 
for any product or ingredient that kills 
or inhibits bacteria, viruses, or moulds. 

Antibacterials, on the other hand, 
are only effective against bacteria. 
Until recently, the main kinds of home 
antimicrobial products were disinfect-
ants and antiseptics. 

Disinfectants are products that 
kill micro-organisms (usually both 
bacteria and viruses) on surfaces like 
countertops or toilet seats. 

Antiseptics are products for use 
on the skin for cuts and scrapes. 

Now companies are putting anti-
microbial ingredients into all sorts of 

products that previously did not have 
them. Most of the soaps and other 
household objects that boast germ-
killing powers contain triclosan, an 
antibacterial agent that kills bacteria 
but has little or no effect on viruses. 
This distinction is important because 
most common household illnesses 
like colds and the fl u are caused by vi-
ruses, so antibacterial ingredients will 
not prevent them from spreading. 

Disinfectants, such as Lysol™ 
or chlorine bleach, are considered 
pesticides and are regulated in the 
US by the EPA. EPA registration is 
benefi cial because it ensures that the 
product actually does what it claims 
to do (if used properly). An ineffec-
tive disinfectant can be dangerous, 
since you cannot tell by looking if 
it is really working. Most household 
disinfectants contain either chlorine 
bleach, alcohol, quaternary ammo-
nium chlorides (called “quats”), pine 
oil, or phenolic compounds. 
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99
This fact sheet does not cover an-

tiseptics or other antimicrobials used 
for medical purposes. Specifi c advice 
on medications should come from 
your doctor, but homes should have 
an antiseptic handy just in case. 

Antimicrobial Ingredients 

All of these ingredients can cause 
some health effects, and a disinfect-
ant product is almost always more 
hazardous than a similar cleaner 
without the antimicrobial ingredient. 
Triclosan [5-chloro-2(2,4-dichlo-
rophenoxy) phenol] is the ingredient 
used in hand soaps and many other 
household items. Triclosan appears to 
be low in toxicity, but some people are 
alarmed by its structural similarities 
to the herbicide 2,4-D (2,4-dichloro-
henoxyacetic acid) and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, 
the most toxic form of dioxin. They 
fear that this similarity could give rise 
to contamination of triclosan with di-
oxins, since dioxin contamination of 
2,4-D and other chlorinated phenolic 
compounds has occurred. One recent 
study found that when triclosan in wa-
ter was exposed to ultraviolet light, a 
type of dioxin was formed, though not 
the most toxic form. Concerns have 
also been raised over the discovery of 
triclosan in breast milk and the aquat-
ic environment and the possibility that 
it may be an endocrine disruptor. 

Good Bugs, Bad Bugs

To make sensible decisions about 
how to control micro-organisms, you 
need to know something about them. 
Some very nasty diseases are caused 
by bacteria and viruses, but most of 
the microbes around us are harmless 
and some are benefi cial or necessary. 
Benefi cial microbes found in the soil 
release nutrients for plants. Without 
the useful bacteria in our digestive 
tract, we wouldn’t have the vitamin K 
that is needed for our blood to clot and 
stop bleeding when we are cut. With-
out bacteria, we wouldn’t have wine, 

Avoid household products containing triclosan. There is 
little evidence they are effective in homes and considerable 

concern about resistance. Triclosan does not kill viruses. 

Wash your hands frequently during the day with hot water 
and soap, especially before eating, after using the bathroom, and soap, especially before eating, after using the bathroom, 

9
and soap, especially before eating, after using the bathroom, 

99
and soap, especially before eating, after using the bathroom, 

9and after contacting surfaces that might harbor a lot of germs.9and after contacting surfaces that might harbor a lot of germs.99and after contacting surfaces that might harbor a lot of germs.9Keep9Keep9 your house clean using cleaning products without 9 your house clean using cleaning products without 99 your house clean using cleaning products without 9antimicrobials. Don’t try to maintain a germ-free environment 9antimicrobials. Don’t try to maintain a germ-free environment 99antimicrobials. Don’t try to maintain a germ-free environment 9unless there is a particular medical reason to do so in your family. 9unless there is a particular medical reason to do so in your family. 99unless there is a particular medical reason to do so in your family. 9If so, consult your physician. 9If so, consult your physician. 99If so, consult your physician. 9HandleHandle9Handle99Handle9 meat, fi sh, or poultry with care. Avoid cross-con-9 meat, fi sh, or poultry with care. Avoid cross-con-99 meat, fi sh, or poultry with care. Avoid cross-con-9taminating utensils, cutting boards, sponges, towels, or hands. taminating utensils, cutting boards, sponges, towels, or hands. 9taminating utensils, cutting boards, sponges, towels, or hands. 99taminating utensils, cutting boards, sponges, towels, or hands. 9Use one cutting board just for meat, fi sh, or poultry. Use only clean Use one cutting board just for meat, fi sh, or poultry. Use only clean 9Use one cutting board just for meat, fi sh, or poultry. Use only clean 99Use one cutting board just for meat, fi sh, or poultry. Use only clean 9implements on food that will not be cooked before eating. Plastic implements on food that will not be cooked before eating. Plastic 9implements on food that will not be cooked before eating. Plastic 99implements on food that will not be cooked before eating. Plastic 9boards can go in the dishwasher, and can also be disinfected with boards can go in the dishwasher, and can also be disinfected with 9boards can go in the dishwasher, and can also be disinfected with 99boards can go in the dishwasher, and can also be disinfected with 9bleach, but microwaving them does nothing. Wooden boards can bleach, but microwaving them does nothing. Wooden boards can 9bleach, but microwaving them does nothing. Wooden boards can 99bleach, but microwaving them does nothing. Wooden boards can 9be microwaved (if they are small enough), but they cannot be dis-9be microwaved (if they are small enough), but they cannot be dis-99be microwaved (if they are small enough), but they cannot be dis-9infected with bleach because the bleach reacts with the wood and 9infected with bleach because the bleach reacts with the wood and 99infected with bleach because the bleach reacts with the wood and 9loses its potency.9loses its potency.9Replace9Replace9 kitchen sponges frequently. Disinfect them week-9 kitchen sponges frequently. Disinfect them week-99 kitchen sponges frequently. Disinfect them week-9ly by boiling in water for at least three minutes or microwave 9ly by boiling in water for at least three minutes or microwave 99ly by boiling in water for at least three minutes or microwave 9for a minute or two (or both!). Launder dishrags in hot water every 9for a minute or two (or both!). Launder dishrags in hot water every 99for a minute or two (or both!). Launder dishrags in hot water every 9week. Keep sponges and rags as dry as possible.9week. Keep sponges and rags as dry as possible.99week. Keep sponges and rags as dry as possible.9Use disinfectants only if they are really needed. Avoid 9 disinfectants only if they are really needed. Avoid 99 disinfectants only if they are really needed. Avoid 9products with the word DANGER on the label. Vinegar and 9products with the word DANGER on the label. Vinegar and 99products with the word DANGER on the label. Vinegar and 9
borax are not disinfectants.

If using a disinfectant, read and follow label directions to 
ensure that the product will be effective.

Don’t use aerosol disinfectants as air fresheners. You can’t 
disinfect the air. Find the source of an unpleasant odour and 

deal with it appropriately.

Keep an antiseptic in the home for cuts and scrapes.
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Continued on Page 26 a
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ZBAntimicrobials continued
yogurt, blue cheese, soy sauce, or 
sourdough bread. What kind of world 
would that be?

What we need to do is protect the 
benefi cial microbes and kill the bad 
ones when they threaten to spread 
disease. As Dr. Stuart Levy from the 
Tufts University School of Medicine 
has pointed out, this doesn’t mean 
that we need to be at war with the 
microbial world. In fact, there is con-
siderable evidence that some exposure 
to bacteria in the environment is actu-
ally benefi cial because it helps the im-
mune system develop. Some studies 
have shown an increase in allergies 
and asthma in people who were raised 
in an overly sterile environment. At 
this point it’s only a hypothesis, but it 
may be that too much hygiene in the 
form of indiscriminant disinfection is 
harmful. 

Where are the bad bugs most 
likely to be found? In the kitchen, 
it turns out. Surprisingly kitchens 
often harbor more nasty germs than 
bathrooms do. That doesn’t mean 
you should eat your meals in the 
bathroom, but you should give some 
thought to your kitchen practices. 
More about that later. 

Super Bugs

Many public-health professionals 
fear that too much use of antimicro-
bials, especially in the uncontrolled 
home environment, may result in 
germs resistant to these chemicals. 
Resistance is a serious problem with 
antibiotics (drugs) that has arisen 
in part because of improper use of 
antibiotics by patients. Triclosan is 
thought to cause a similar resistance 
to develop because its mechanism of 
action is very specifi c and its use is 
becoming so widespread. In fact, re-
sistance to triclosan has already been 
observed in the laboratory. (Chlorine 
bleach and alcohol do not cause resist-
ance because they are so destructive 
to the cells.)

The concept is easy to under-
stand. If a product doesn’t kill all the 
germs, it’s the susceptible ones that 
get killed fi rst, leaving the hardier 
ones behind. These can multiply and 
eventually outnumber the susceptible 
bugs. The Council on Scientifi c Af-
fairs of the American Medical As-
sociation concluded in 2000 that the 
use in consumer products of antimi-
crobials in which resistance has been 
seen should be discontinued unless 
data can conclusively show that this 
resistance has no impact on public 
health and that such products actually 
prevent infection.

Do You Really Need an 
Antimicrobial?

As a consumer, this is the ques-
tion you need to ask. First of all, 
let’s begin by dispelling the myth 
that you can have a germ-free home. 
You cannot maintain a sterile home 
environment with normal efforts. 
Disinfectants kill germs on surfaces 
temporarily, but cannot provide long-
lasting disinfection. There are a few 
situations where disinfectants may 
occasionally be needed, but there 
are many others where they aren’t. 
Disinfecting the toilet bowl is surely 
an exercise in futility. Another one is 
using a spray disinfectant as a room 
deodourizer. You can’t disinfect the 
air this way. 

When might you really need a 
disinfectant? One example is to clean 
up a sewer overfl ow in the basement. 
Another case is special health prob-
lems in the home that involve highly 
susceptible individuals or require 
cleaning up contaminated material. 
If such conditions exist, consult your 
physician for advice. For most other 
home uses, simple cleaning with soap 
or detergent and clean water should 
suffi ce if done frequently and thor-
oughly. In the kitchen, however, there 
is no margin for error (see recommen-
dations.) 

Triclosan is an antibacterial 
agent only and has little effect against 
virus-borne illness, so don’t expect 
your treated hand soap to protect you 
from colds or the fl u any more than 
ordinary soap does. A study of 238 
households in Manhattan found that 
there was no signifi cant difference 
between routine health symptoms in 
households using antibacterial prod-
ucts for cleaning, laundry, and hand 
washing and households using non-
antibacterial products.

Use of triclosan in toothpaste 
is primarily intended to control gin-
givitis, swollen or bleeding gums 
resulting from bacteria and tartar. I’d 
suggest talking to your dentist. 

And treated socks or underwear? 
The idea here is to prevent (actually 
delay is closer to the truth) the forma-
tion of odours. You can wear them 
for weeks. Give me a break—even if 
it works it’s still disgusting. Throw 
them in the wash.

All antimicrobials require a cer-
tain concentration and contact time 
to be effective. If directions are not 
followed exactly, the product may not 
function as intended. For example, 
chlorine bleach requires about 30 
minutes of contact time to kill bacte-
ria and is not effective if the surface 
is dirty—it must be cleaned fi rst, 
then disinfected. The worst possible 
situation is to have consumers using 
disinfectants and antimicrobials when 
they aren’t really needed, and then 
using them incorrectly on top of that. 
The proliferation of germicidal prod-
ucts can foster a false sense of secu-
rity based on unrealistic expectations, 
such as thinking that antibacterials 
kill viruses.

Scientists are divided as to the 
extent that disinfectants and antimi-
crobial products are routinely needed 
in the home, as well as whether the 
huge increase in triclosan use repre-
sents a threat of bacterial resistance. 
I prefer to trust the conclusions of 
government or independent research-
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Anti-Microbial Ingredients
Alcohol. Usually ethanol or iso-

propanol. Found in aerosol disinfect-
ants and rubbing alcohol. Low toxic-
ity but extremely fl ammable. Ethanol 
exposure during pregnancy causes 
birth defects.

Chlorine bleach. Highly irritat-
ing if inhaled. Toxic if combined with 
other household products contain-
ing acids or ammonia. Corrosive to 
metal sinks and pipes.

Hydrogen peroxide. Oxidizer. 
Hazard depends on concentration. 
Highly biodegradable.

Quaternary ammonium chlo-
rides (“Quats”). Highly concen-
trated products containing quats may 
cause skin or eye burns. 

Pine Oil. Strong odour not tol-
erated by some people. May cause 
skin irritation or sensitivity. Combus-
tible.

Phenolics. Examples are 
chlorophenols or phenylphenols. 
Chlorinated phenols are toxic water 
pollutants and o-phenylphenol is a 
possible carcinogen.

Triclosan. Chlorinated phenolic 
compound. Rapidly increasing use in 
a wide variety of products (see text). 
May lead to resistant bacteria.

Mould Clean Up 
“The use of a chemical or biocide 

that kills organisms such as mold 
(chlorine bleach, for example) is not 
recommended as a routine practice 
during mold cleanup. There may be 
instances, however, when professional 
judgment may indicate its use (for ex-
ample, when immune-compromised 
individuals are present). In most 
cases, it is not possible or desirable to 
sterilize an area; a background level 
of mold spores will remain - these 
spores will not grow if the moisture 
problem has been resolved.”—U.S. 
EPA, A Brief Guide to Mold, Mois-
ture, and your Home

For details on mould clean-
up, go to www.epa.gov/mold/
moldguide.html

For More Information
Hartman, S. “Antibacterials and 

Disinfectants: Are They Necessary?” 
w w w.c h e c n e t . o r g / h e a l t h e h o u s e /
education /ar ticles-detai l.asp?Main_
ID=121

Levy, Stuart B. “Antibacterial House-
hold Products: Cause for Concern.” 
www.cdc.gov/ncidod/eid/vol7no3_supp/
levy.htm

Reynolds, T. “Are Antimicrobial 
Goods for Consumers Worth the Cost?” 
Annals of Internal Medicine, Volume 
127 Issue 6, 15 September 1997, Pages 
497-498. www.annals.org/cgi/content/
full/127/6/497

©Washington Toxics Coalition, 4649 
Sunnyside N, Suite 540, Seattle, WA 98103 
Ph: 206-632-1545 www.watoxics.org.www.watoxics.org.www.watoxics.org

The Washington Toxics Coalition as-
sumes no responsibility for any injury or 
damage resulting from the use or effect of 
any product or information specifi ed in this 
publication. Mention of particular products 
by name does not constitute an offi cial en-
dorsement.

Chloroform with your Dishes
Research by Peter Vikesland of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 

State University, published on the Environmental Science and Technology 
website in April, shows that triclosan in dishwashing soaps reacts with the 
chlorine in municipal water to form chloroform at levels above EPA regula-
tions. Chloroform is one of the trihalomethanes, associated with bladder can-
cers in the Great Lakes Area. It is thought to cause cancer and miscarriages. 
The research also suggests that the reaction of triclosan with chlorine could be 
producing highly chlorinated dioxins in the presence of sunlight. 

—Environmental Science and Technology April 1, 2005 Vol. 39, Iss. 7 
Science News, April 6, 2005 http://pubs.acs.org/subscribe/journals/esthag-
w/2005/apr/science/kb_chlorine.html

ers who don’t have a fi nancial interest 
in the results. 

Alternative Antimicrobials

A number of common household 
substances like vinegar and borax are 
often suggested in books and articles 
as “alternative” disinfectants, “non-
toxic” disinfectants, or “mild” (do 
they mean ineffective?) disinfectants. 
Beware. Neither of these substances 
is registered as a disinfectant with 
the EPA. Although I have seen vague 
references to proof of their effective-
ness, I have never been able to track 
these references down, and there are 
a number of published studies indicat-
ing the contrary. Use them as cleaners 
if you like, but don’t depend on them 
to disinfect.

Similarly, several plant oils (tea 
tree oil, grapefruit seed extract) are 
often described as disinfectants, and 
there are some commercial products 
based on these ingredients. Unless 
you fi nd an EPA registration number 
on the bottle, do not assume that these 
products can disinfect household sur-
faces.

Hydrogen peroxide actually can 
be a disinfectant, and a number of 
products based on it exist, though 
most are not available to consumers. 
I believe that hydrogen peroxide is 
one of the safest disinfectants avail-
able, provided the concentration is 
not more than about 3%, what you 
can buy as an over-the-counter anti-
septic. (Note: concentrated hydrogen 
peroxide is a potent oxidizer and is 
extremely dangerous!) Can you use 
ordinary hydrogen peroxide from the 
medicine cabinet as a disinfectant? 
I’d advise against it, since you don’t 
have any label 
i n s t r uc t ion s 
for that use. 
Better to stick 
with a regis-
tered product.
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HEALTH

You are what you eat, so they say. 
According to a number of new stud-
ies, however, you are also what you 
breathe — and even what your mother 
breathed. Recent research shows that 
air pollution of various kinds can 
stunt fetal development and contribute 
to asthma and other lung problems, as 
well as to premature deaths. 

City dwellers suffer most, and 
babies and children, with their de-
veloping lungs, hearts and brains, are 
particularly at risk. These negative 
effects are being found even at levels 
of pollution that do not exceed current 
US federal safety standards.

A study published in Pediatrics
in January 2005 linked mothers’ ex-
posure to fi ne particulate air pollution 

— including soot and ashes released 
by motor vehicles and power plants 
— to lowered birth weights in babies. 
Jointly researched by the US Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention 
and the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the study found that mothers 
exposed to high levels of fi ne particu-
lates gave birth to babies weighing on 
average 30 grams less, slightly over 
an ounce, than those exposed to low 
levels.

Other combustion by-products 
found in traffi c and industrial ex-
haust, known as polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), were exam-
ined, along with tobacco smoke, in 
a study by the Columbia Center for 
Children’s Environmental Health 
(CCEH). The researchers found that 
children exposed prenatally to PAHs 
and in infancy to environmental 
tobacco smoke (ETS) had a higher 
risk of coughing and wheezing at 
their fi rst birthday, and of diffi culty 
breathing and asthma symptoms at 
two years of age. Rachel Miller MD, 
an assistant professor at Columbia 
University’s College of Physicians 
and Surgeons and lead author of the 
article in the October 2004 Chest,

told The Green Guide that the study 
was unique because it found that the 
combined effects of PAHs and ETS 
exposure can be signifi cantly more 
harmful than those caused by either 
pollutant on its own.

Last year, CCEH also measured 
PAHs in the air that pregnant women 
breathed by having them carry back-
packs equipped with monitors. 

Samples of the babies’ umbilical-
cord blood taken after birth showed 
comparable DNA damage to that 
found in the mothers, even though the 
fetuses had been exposed at tenfold 
lower levels. These studies “raise 
concerns that we’re not adequately 
protecting children, particularly in 
large urban areas, where we know 
there are particular ‘hot spots’ of air 
toxins,” Dr. Miller says.

Among older children, an eight-
year study published in the September 
2004 New England Journal of Medi-
cine suggests that exposure to a range 
of air pollutants, including particulate 
matter and nitrogen dioxide, produces 
long-term lung damage. Conducted 
by a team of researchers from the 
University of Southern California, 
the study examined the lungs of 1,759 
schoolchildren in 12 downstate com-
munities from fourth grade through 
high school. The teens who had 
grown up in areas with the foulest 
air were up to fi ve times as likely to 
have reduced lung function as were 
those living in communities with the 
cleanest air.

And research published in the 
November 2004 Journal of the 
American Medical Association links 
short-term exposure to ozone to 3,767 
deaths per year in the US. Described 
as a “large and well-designed study” 
by the American Lung Association, it 
examined patterns of death due to res-
piratory and cardiovascular illness in 
95 US cities between 1987 and 2000, 
and found an association with short-
term exposures to high levels of ozone 

What You Can Do
*Plan outdoor activities for 
when pollutant levels are 
low, particularly if you have 
asthma or other respiratory 
problems. Check your local 
daily Air Quality Index in the 
newspaper. 
*Drive less, and support 
public transit and higher 
fuel-effi ciency standards. 

BreathtakingBreathtaking
New Air Pol lution 

Studies

by Francesca Lyman 
Published in The Green Guide (NewYork, March 2005) www.thegreenguide.com

Photo by Ester Strijbos
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OPINION

Continued on Page 29a

“It all seemed a bit gutless.”
Recently, in December 2004 and in March 2005, I trav-

elled to Toronto to attend events sponsored by Environment 
Canada (EC) and Health Canada (HC).

In December, EC’s Transportation Systems 
Branch, in the person of Mark Tushingham, held a 
workshop on off-road carbon dioxide (CO2) bring-
ing government, industry and NGO reps together to 
hear what the feds have done on off-road CO2 and to 
hear from industry and the non government organi-
zations (NGOs).   

A discussion paper was circulated in advance 
and comments were solicited on specifi c questions 
posed and of a general nature. The web page at: 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/transport/offroad2004/
offRoad_ghg_e.htm has the discussion paper and 
several related papers setting out a detailed ex-
amination of specifi c sources. The comments of 
participants have been collected in a document to-
gether with copies of the powerpoint slides shown. 
The quality of the slide reproduction is poor. I have 
solicited a copy of the original slides for the pres-
entation by Henry Hengeveld, meteorologist with 
EC and can supply them. They amount to about 20 
megs, so if preferable I can send a CD.

 The feds appear to have done good work investigating 
sources, estimating quantities and investigating options, 
especially technological ones, for reductions in per-unit 
emissions from off-road devices. Perhaps I should explain 
here that off-road means non-road device emissions, includ-
ing diesel and spark ignition, but specifi cally excludes rail, 
air and marine. They are the topic of separate initiatives. 
There was one policy presentation, by Mr. O’Gorman, 
which contained the rather striking statement, on his slide 
13, not followed up because he left the room instantly after 
his presentation, that a key domestic initiative is, “Final-

izing a mandatory system to reduce emissions from large 
industry.” One really has to wonder where in the current 
political landscape there is enough backbone to tackle such 
a task. It is what is needed all right, but who will bell the 

cat? Are there vertebrates in Ottawa?   
 Another related point is buried deep in the 

discussion paper (Section 5.4) where technology- 
forcing regulations are discussed: “Such regula-
tions are highly intrusive and often result in a high 
cost, but they provide real and quantifi able results.” 
This is perhaps the strongest statement in the dis-
cussion paper regarding policy options to reduce 
emissions. It relies, in context, on improved fuel 
economy among other changes. Several references 
were made in the workshop to the auto industry’s 
improvements in unit effi ciency since the ‘70s and 
how this is a striking model. I agree but don’t think 
that it is a model that should be followed. The unit 
economies make driving cheaper and act to reduce 
the cost disincentive to driving. What has actually 
happened in the US is that over the decades fuel 
economy has improved dramatically, but population 
growth, cheaper and more numerous cars, and us-
age increases have resulted in no net gain in tailpipe 

emissions. This sort of behaviour is applicable to several 
off-road sectors and seems uniformly to be the preferred 
option of the small engine manufacturers.  

On the whole I think the news from the workshop is 
bad. No one has the political will to enforce even such an 
obvious measure as a sectoral emissions cap. The largest 
single category of off-road emissions is agricultural trac-
tors. Can you imagine what your farmer friends would say 
to any widespread cost increase in basic equipment costs to 
reduce CO2 emissions? The fuel economies would have to 
be signifi cant.  

Refl ections of a Clean Air Activist on Recent Science Workshops from the Federal Government

Searching for Vertebrates in Ottawa
by Dave Stevens

— the most common air pollutant in 
the United States, and most areas 
of Canada. The association held up 
“even after eliminating ozone levels 
above the current US standard, which 
is an important public-health policy 
fi nding,” says Ron White MST., as-

sociate scientist at the Department 
of Epidemiology, Johns Hopkins 
Bloomberg School of Public Health.

The weight of evidence may have 
prompted a declaration by the Ameri-
can Academy of Pediatrics, in the De-
cember 2004 issue of Pediatrics, that 

current US federal air quality laws 
may not be adequate to protect chil-
dren, who are vulnerable to adverse 
health effects near or even below cur-
rent standards.
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OPINION

  In March I was back in Toronto at the Smog Science 
workshop. The last such was held in 2001 and there appears 
to be scant documentation about it available. CCME has 
posted information, including the agenda and pdfs of this 
year’s presentations at: http://www.ccme.ca/initiatives/
standards.html?category_id=61. About 25 scientists 
showed us in a half hour each what they’ve been doing 
for the last four years, why it matters and what they plan 
to do in the future. This was a lot to take in and covered a 
lot of ground. The best way to get a feel for the material is 
probably to review the information on the page link above. 
But there were some striking facts that emerged (well, 
they struck me, anyway.) The session on Intercontinental 
Transport has a great slide showing emissions from the 
industrial east of China travelling to northwestern North 
America. All that BC coal being shipped 
to China is going to come back as acid rain 
and Particulate Matter (PM). Ditto for tar 
sands oil if Chinese exports increase. It’s 
all one big airshed! 

A large topic was transboundary pollution to and from 
the USA. A new publication, the “2004 Canadian Acid 
Deposition Science Assessment” was made available for 
the fi rst time at this meeting. The “Summary of Key Re-
sults” runs to 32 pages and is thick with references to work 
accomplished in recent years to provide a sound scientifi c 
basis for assessment and policy. The document is available 
on the Internet at: 

http://www.msc-smc.ec.gc.ca/saib/acid/acid_e.html.
It turns out from reading this document that the bor-

der with the US starts out somewhere west of Victoria and 
runs east to the Atlantic. While this view is hard to argue 
with, it ignores the portion of the Canada-US boundary 
that lies between BC and the Yukon and Alaska. Given the 
prospects of industrial development, especially in the oil 
patch in Alaska, this seems like an unfortunate oversight. It 
seems as if baseline condition studies in particular will be 
of special value in years to come. They may exist, but I saw 
no reference to them in this document.

Particulate matter is, of course, a major component 
of smog and it was the subject of some of the presenta-
tions. It also forms the topic of another new document, the 
“Canada – United States Transboundary PM Science As-
sessment.” I  have the CD-ROM and can make it available 
to interested parties. On the web, look at: 

h t t p : / / w w w. m s c - s m c . e c .g c . c a / s a i b / s m o g /
transboundary/index_e.html. Perhaps the most concise 
summary is the conclusion at:

h t t p : / / w w w. m s c - s m c . e c .g c . c a / s a i b / s m o g /
transboundary/pg8_e.html#88. Abundant references are 
given here to the sources of the work underlying this assess-

ment. Those with a special interest in air quality dispersion 
and transport modelling will fi nd chapter 5 very informa-
tive. Section 5.3 presents results of CMAQ (Community 
Multiscale Air Quality) Modelling in the Georgia Basin 
- Puget Sound Region. This will help set the context for 
assessing large regional contributions, whether from cars, 
ships or industrial point sources. PM impact assessments 
are projected into the future, too, for 2010 and 2020.

Overall I am not cheered by the outcome of this 
workshop either. Although the work reported on is of high 
quality as far as I am able to assess it, it seems like classic 
ivory-tower work. The scientists involved are not by any 
means unaware of the policy and health implications of 
their research fi ndings, but no one is willing to step over the 

line into making policy recommendations. 
Various other processes are referred to as 
being the fulfi llment mechanism for the 
changes so clearly desirable. Perhaps this 
is not an unnatural outcome of a meeting 

of scientists, but Shell Canada was there and taking notes 
(actually, partly organising the event) and arguing conclu-
sions and the NGO people had no problem seeing what was 
needed. It all seemed a bit gutless.

In 1854, in Soho, a poor district of London, a terrible 
cholera outbreak took place. Within ten days 500 people 
had died. Dr. John Snow, a physician in the area, made 
a map of where the deaths occurred by sticking a pin at 
the location of each death. It became clear that the deaths 
concentrated around Broad Street, and more specifi cally, 
around a public water pump used by locals. Believing that 
there was a connection between the pump and the disease 
spread, Dr. Snow intervened by taking the handle off the 
pump. The spread of cholera stopped.

Dr. Snow had no science of epidemiology to help 
him and no modern germ theory of disease either. But 
he clearly anticipated one of the key principles of modern 
public health – the purpose of science is to develop enough 
certainty to make a precautionary and effective interven-
tion for the purpose of protecting public health. We have 
long passed the point where further public health research 
is needed for the purpose of telling us how to intervene to 
protect the health of Canadians from air pollution. What is 
lacking is political will.

Politicians are weathervanes. As activists, our job is to 
make the wind blow.


Dave Stevens works on air quality issues with CHOKED 

in Smithers, BC.

All that BC coal being 
shipped to China will re-
turn as acid rain and PM

ZOttawa continued
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Manson’s Landing is the largest and busiest centre 
on Cortes Island. Like many small island communities, 
increasing resident and visitor populations have resulted 
in signifi cant demands on land use. Bordered to the north 
and east by Hague Lake, a local watershed, and Manson’s 
Landing Provincial Park, the “downtown” area includes 
homes, many social and business services, and is the main 
thoroughfare for south Cortes traffi c. Manson’s Landing 
does not have an area development plan and diffi culties 
with unplanned growth, issues such as pedestrian safety, 
dependency on cars, loss of environmental integrity, and 
rural sprawl, are increasingly evident.

Following a 2003 Smart Growth presentation on sus-
tainable community planning and development, Friends of 
Cortes Island hosted an evening of exploration into “design 
charrettes” this past September. Presentations from Guy 
Patterson of Smart Growth BC, Norm Connolly of Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation, and Lisa Berg of the 
Regional District of Comox-Strathcona, focused on Smart 
Growth design principles and defi ned the charrette proc-
ess.

A charrette is a short term planning event that results 
in a detailed concept plan for a geographic area. The design 
team and local participants in the charrette are informed by 
guiding principles and desired goals that refl ect the com-
munity’s wishes. This is very important and involves thor-
ough community consultation as the fi nal plan will belong 
to the community and is a concrete expression of a shared 
community vision.

A charrette is purposely designed to apply reason-
able pressure through a series of deadlines. This time 
compression facilitates folks to problem-solve creatively 
and the team approach reduces unconstructive negotiation 
tactics between stakeholders and agencies. At the end of a 
charrette a buildable plan is delivered, complete with key 
components such as: master plans, street sections, detailed 
studies, hand drawn and computer drawings, environmen-
tal and economical analysis, and implementation plans.

The high level of community interest evident at last 
September’s event, and ongoing enthusiasm from area 
businesses, landowners and residents, has motivated FOCI 
to organize a planning charrette for the Manson’s Landing 
area. FOCI supports initiatives that lead to community sus-
tainability and we have the resources to search out project 
funding, do community outreach, stakeholder consultation, 
and coordinate the charrette event.

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation and Smart 

Growth BC are keen to participate as this is an excellent 
opportunity for them to study sustainable community plan-
ning principles in a rural island context. The Regional Dis-
trict of Comox-Strathcona will also contribute resources 
and expertise. As an added bonus, our Cortes-tailored char-
rette will help other growth-challenged rural communities 
by modelling a process that is inexpensive to run and, most 
importantly, community led.

To participate, give or receive more info, comments 
and ideas, please contact Kathy by email foci@island.net
or by phone (250) 935-0087.

Manson’s Landing: Growing Beautifully
June and July: Ongoing stakeholder and community 

consultation
July 27th 7:30 pm, Manson’s Hall: Community 

workshop to confi rm guiding principles and charrette ob-
jectives.

September 30 through October 2: Manson’s 
Hall: Planning charrette event!

October 22, Manson’s Hall: Presentation of char-
rette outcomes at FOCI’s Sustainability Home Show.

One Tonne Challenge
Friday, June 3, 7:30 pm @ Manson’s Hall:
Elizabeth White shows how Salt Spring Island is slow-

ing down energy consumption.

We’re Moving!
The FOCI Offi ce is moving back to Manson’s Landing! 

Drop by this summer and check out our new location by 
Manson’s Hall.

It’s time
for our annual member 

and donor drive!
Your $25 membership includes a sub-

scription to the Watershed Sentinel and your Watershed Sentinel and your Watershed Sentinel
donation will get you a tax receipt and a huge 

thanks from us! Make your cheques payable 
to FOCI and send to Box 88, Whale-

town, BC, V0P 1Z0.

FRIENDS OF CORTES ISLAND

A Charrette for 
Manson’s Landing
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The world’s most powerful governments 
are proud to declare that they are fi ghting a 
global war on poverty. They back their rheto-
ric with foreign aid in the form of massive ex-
penditures of public money, surplus goods, and 
often, military assistance, commonly known as 
peacekeeping.

Almost daily, throughout the world, newspapers and 
television screens are fi lled with graphic images of pover-
ty-stricken and starving populations. And people reach into 
their meager savings or fat bank accounts to send money to 
ease the suffering. For a brief time the hunger and depriva-
tions are eased in a targeted area. But the poverty marches 
on, to overtake another population somewhere else on its 
global migration, as it has throughout recorded history.

Historically, populations have experienced poverty 
from such incidents as fi res, fl oods, drought, swarms of 
insects or invading armies, any of which could seriously 
affect the livelihood of communities or whole populations. 
But in the distant past, recovery from impoverishment may 
have been a much simpler matter than in present times. To 
some degree, populations were communal and had their 
time-tested methods of coping with adversity. In many 

by Don Malcolm

cases they could simply re-establish their methods and 
systems on their own familiar territories.

A signifi cant historical event would change the dimen-
sion of poverty. 

In 650 BC, Lydia (Asia Minor) began minting coins, 
followed by Greece in 600 BC. Coins were, in their be-
ginning, minted and owned by kings and emperors who 
handed them off to their minions as payment for special 
services. Soon kings and emperors no longer found it 
necessary to lead their armies into battle to expand their 
territories. They could stay at home with clean hands while 
minions marched off to war with the promise of the king’s 
coin as incentive. 

Money would become, to humanity, the equivalent of 
the sword hanging by a single hair above the head of Da-
mocles.

Gradually, money worked its way into and through-
out populations until it became a common medium of 
exchange. It was an easily portable purchasing-power, 
freeing people from the cumbersome necessity of herding 
live sheep or goats to pay for pottery, fabrics or other goods 
in areas where those items were produced. Wool could be 
shorn from sheep when it was at prime value and exchanged 
for money, which could be used to purchase items long after 
the contributing sheep were eaten. People began to trade 

FEATURE



33WATERSHED SENTINEL MAY-JULY 2005

labour for money. They began to save money, hidden away 
in secret places. They began to dream of, and reach for, 
personal independence. The security of communal sys-
tems was lost. The door to personal wealth opened ever so 
slightly and the seeds of a new form of poverty blew in on 
the winds of change.

Some, by skill, manipulation, or the use of weapons 
were able to fi nd success in the blossoming monetary sys-
tem and the greater portion of the money supply ended up 
in their hands. The seeds of the new poverty sprouted and 
took root.

Although meager amounts of money trickled down to 
those on the lower rungs of the social ladder, it never al-
lowed those on the bottom to gain even a toe-hold on the 
lowest rung. In fact, serfdom, a system existing in Europe 
in the Middle Ages right up to the 19th century, held peo-
ple in virtual bondage. Serfs worked on feudal estates and 
passed with the land from one owner to another. 

In succeeding centuries since its beginning, money 
would fi nance the building of great castles, estates, cities 
and empires. Ships from the more powerful maritime coun-
tries prowled the oceans, authorized by letters of marque, 
attacking ships of neighbouring kingdoms, plundering their 
cargos and carrying the booty home to enrich the coffers 
of their respective sovereigns. Teen-aged boys were kid-
napped off the streets of major seaports to form working 
crews for the ships. They received no pay, were fed only 
enough to keep them functional, and only 
the very lucky survived to return home.

Booty could include spices, foods, 
precious metals, jewels, and even the ships 
that came off second best in the encoun-
ters.

Countries of Western Europe engaged 
heavily in ship-building. England, France, 
Holland, Spain and Portugal severely 
depleted their timber supply in order to 
increase their presence on the world’s oceans. Ships went 
out under the guise of voyages of discovery, their captains 
claiming, in the names of their sovereigns and countries, 
all the newly discovered lands, whether or not they already 
contained existing populations.

The indigenous peoples of (present day) Africa, North 
and South America, Australia, and New Zealand suffered 
greatly under the European land grab. Their communal 
systems were crushed. Newcomers appropriated their tra-
ditional homelands. People who had occupied the lands for 
uncounted generations were marginalized. 

Recognizing the potential wealth that could be gained 
from the newly “discovered” lands, the sea-going nations of 
the world engaged in a frantic competitive rush of exploita-
tion.

Colonies were established to facilitate exploitation. 
Immigration would bring permanent settlement. Farms and 
villages claimed the virgin wilderness and changed forever 
the lives of the original inhabitants. 

The lust for money would usher in one of the blackest, 
most shameful periods in the history of the last fi ve hun-
dred years.

Following closely the disruption of the lives of the 
native peoples in all of the “new found” lands of the dis-
covery period, came the slave trade. Ships outbound from 
European countries stopped on the west coast of Africa 
where slavers held captive Africans in confi nement. There 
the captives, torn away from home and loved ones with no 
chance of ever seeing them again, were loaded into the 
holds of the ships and carried away to be sold into slavery 
in North and South America.

From Europe to the Americas, the Atlantic Ocean be-
came a circular trade route. Ships sailing out from Europe 
proceeded down the African coast where they loaded slaves 
to be sold in the Americas. On the return trip to Europe 
they carried spices, exotic foods, cotton, rum, sugar and 
anything else that could be sold in the home market. The 
circular trade route greatly increased the wealth of many 
Europeans.

Since the minting of those fi rst coins more than 
twenty-six centuries ago, the world’s monetary wealth has 
increased to an amount that leaves our imagination stagger-

ing to comprehend. Yet it appears world 
poverty is increasing exponentially and 
no matter how much money we spend the 
problem gets worse. Perhaps we will be 
forced to conclude that money itself is the 
problem. Money we spend to fi ght poverty 
works its way up the ladder to the top of 
the money pile while poverty stays on the 
ground. The very nature of a monetary 
system demands and guarantees that.

The single hair that suspends the sword of Damocles 
above the head of humanity grows weak. We are drilling 
to the bowels of the earth for the last drop of oil. We are 
ravaging our forests with over-cutting, polluting our fi sh-
spawning streams with mine tailings, and our food produc-
ing farms with poisonous chemicals. We work in frenzy to 
convert the world’s common wealth to personal wealth.

The monetary system demands exponential growth. 
That growth is fueled by a fi nite environment. We should 
do the arithmetic on that.

Let’s suppose that as we sleep tonight, a miracle oc-
curs. We all wake up millionaires tomorrow. How much 
will it cost for breakfast?



MONEY
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Ableman was speaking at a sombre public meeting on 
the eve of Earth Day in Crofton BC, the site of the contro-
versial Norske Canada Crofton kraft mill. At the meeting, 
the CACG released a damning 122-page report prepared 
by RWDI AIR Inc. of Vancouver and Pioneer Technolo-
gies Corp. of Olympia WA. The report, commissioned by 
Reach for Unbleached! with proceeds from the Clean Air 
Concert held last fall, critiques an earlier air emissions 
study by Norske Canada consultant Jacques Whitford 
(JW), which essentially gave the Crofton pulp mill a clean 
bill of health. 

RWDI formed an international peer review team to 
look at the JW report, and found it to be lacking in clar-
ity, key baseline information, and credibility: “The Report 
does not constitute a Baseline Human Health Risk Assess-
ment...”

Using neutral language, the citizens’ consultants care-
fully explained that the mill study amounted to a snow job, 
with the devil in the details. The most serious criticism 
was that the Norkse JW study lacked “transparency” so 
that, even with access to the confi dential input data, gained 
through a controversial Non-Disclosure Agreement with 
the company, the RWDI consultants could not fi gure out 
how the study was conducted. Citizens would be even more 
hapless.

Background

In the fall of 2003 the Crofton pulp mill on Vancouver 
Island, owned by Norske Canada, applied for a permit to 
burn coal, railway ties and tires in its aging power boiler. 
Taking alarm, in January 2004 the Crofton Airshed Citi-
zens’ Group organized a public meeting in Crofton, with 
BC Ministry of Water Land and Air Protection staff, mill 
offi cials, Reach for Unbleached! and some independent ex-
perts, including a doctor and a US air pollution regulator. 

The meeting was attended by over 500 people, and it 
became clear that the citizens of the area required more 
information. The mill responded by forming a Community 
Advisory Forum, and funding an air emissions health risk 
study done by consultants Jacques Whitford, as well as a 
peer review by another consulting fi rm, Senes. The mill’s 
study found some minor problems, but gave the airshed 
overall a clean bill of health. 

In the meantime, the Clean Air Concert in Duncan BC 
in September, with Randy and Tal Bachman, Neil Young, 
and the Barenaked Ladies, generated funds for the Crofton 
Airshed Citizens Group and Reach for Unbleached!, a reg-
istered charity, to do their own research. This was a fi rst in 
North America. 

Crofton:
Clean Air or Foul?

“We are disturbed by what we perceive to be the company’s ongoing attempts to conceal 
and downplay the impact of toxic pollutants coming from its Crofton pulp mill,” said Michael 
Ableman of the Crofton Airshed Citizens Group (CACG). “Citizens are unknowingly participating 
in a giant public health experiment, thanks to the mill and our provincial government.”

Reach for Unbleached! 

c/o Box 39, Whaletown BC

V0P 1Z0 

http://www.rfu.org

Sp
onsored by

What’s in the smoke? 
Crofton pulp mill on the 
day the Kyoto Accord 
came into effect.

Text by Delores Broten Photo by Michael Cooke
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Independent Peer Review
The fi rst stage of this research is an independent peer 

review of the mill’s study, carried out by RWDI Consulting 
Engineers and scientists, and Pioneer Technologies from 
Seattle. The RWDI report identifi ed several major defi -
ciencies with the JW study. Lack of transparency in terms 
of the sources of the data, the assumptions made and the 
presentation of the results was cited as a major diffi culty in 
reviewing the work and stressed by the consultants as unac-
ceptable by risk assessment standards.  

The CACG consultants did not have access to the mill 
or any operating details other than those provided by Norske 
for the original study, and were restricted by the terms of a 
Non-Disclosure Agreement with the company. (Although 
normal in Canada, the consultants claimed such agree-
ments were unprecedented in the US or Europe.) However, 
even with these limitations, RWDI identifi ed several areas 
where the emissions inventory was likely understated, and 
certainly unreliable. The defi ciencies of greatest concern 
relate to the emission inventory, dispersion modelling 
methodology and human health risk assessment.

Emission Inventory
• Average annual emission rates were used in the 

Crofton Mill Emission Inventory. Peak 1-hour emission 
rates should have been used to determine maximum short-
term (24-hour or less) ground-level concentrations and 
resulting acute health impacts. 

• Emissions during start up, shut down or during low 
effi ciency operation were not considered. As a result, emis-
sions and associated risks may have been signifi cantly 
underestimated.

• Emissions from vehicles and vessels associated with 
the mill were omitted, although likely to be signifi cant for 
human health because emitted at ground level. 

• A number of contaminants were not included even 
though standard emission factors are available for at least 
some of the processes. No explanation is provided for not 
including these contaminants. This may have resulted in an 

underestimation of emissions and associated risk. 
• The Crofton emission inventory does not include 

criteria air contaminant emissions for the operation of the 
power boilers using bunker C oil and natural gas.

• Perhaps most tellingly, on the computer model the 
mill study arbitrarily set the “mixing zone” ceiling, below 
which pollutants can be trapped, at 20 metres, while some 
of the stacks rise above that height so their ground level 
impacts are excluded! 

Dispersion modelling for the air emissions
RWDI agreed with the basic methodology used in the 

JW study to model the dispersion of the air emissions from 
the mill, but had a few serious caveats: 

• Omission of surface observation of winds at the 
Crofton Mill site, which result in a signifi cant distortion in 
wind direction during stable (inversion-potential) weather 
patterns. 

• Land use (which affects wind behaviour), particularly 
in the region immediately surrounding the Crofton Mill 
was improperly characterized.

• Receptor spacing at which pollution is calculated im-
mediately beyond the fenceline is too sparse at 250 metres 
instead of a standard 50 metres, and

• Background sources should have been included in 
modelling, or else predicted model concentrations should 
have included some estimate of background contributions.

Health Risk Assessment
Problems with the JW study’s health risk approach 

result in unreliability of the estimation of the human health 
risks associated with exposure to emissions from the 
Crofton Mill, according to Pioneer Technologies Corpora-
tion of Seattle, retained by the air modeling scientists at 
RWDI to look at the human health risk assessment. 

These defi ciencies include:
• The JW Report does not constitute a Baseline Human 

Health Risk Assessment because it does not evaluate all 
complete exposure pathways or sensitive subpopulations. 

MAY/JULY 2005
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Continued on Page 36 a

Photos by Delores Broten
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The JW Report only evaluates the inhalation pathway for 
adults. Indirect exposure pathways (e.g., ingestion, der-
mal) and sensitive sub-populations like children should be 
evaluated.

• The JW Report only considers/calculates the risks/
hazards associated with individual substances. Cumulative 
risks/hazards should have been calculated and presented. 
Risk is therefore greatly underestimated. 

• The Toxicity Assessment should explicitly identify 
and summarize toxicological criteria for each substance. 
In addition, it is important to consider whether or not the 
criteria have been updated to refl ect more recent scientifi c 
information. For example the British Columbia ambient air 
quality objectives were developed in the 1980s and it is not 
clear if they have ever been updated and if not, whether new 
science should be considered when applying the values.

PIONEER performed a Screening Level Risk Evalu-
ation (SLRE) of the airborne concentrations presented in 
the JW study, using only the mill’s estimates of airborne 
concentrations but incorporating up-to-date toxicity infor-
mation available from the US Environmental Protection 
Agency. Each of the airborne concentrations were used 
“as-is” to calculate Hazard Quotients (HQs) and Cancer 
Risks (CRs) for an adult resident exposed via inhalation 
of air only. The individual HQs and CRs were summed to 
calculate the cumulative Hazard Index (HI) and cumulative 
CRs for each receptor (i.e., fenceline, gridded, and special 
receptor). 

Pioneer found what would normally be considered 
unacceptable health risks (in other jurisdictions than Brit-
ish Columbia) for both cancer and chronic and subchronic 
health hazards at most of the area covered by the study, 
including near the mill, where trailers and apartments are 
located.  

For cancer, Pioneer calculated risks of between one in a 
million and one in ten thousand for those living around the 
mill for 30 years. This is a small number, but it is important 
to note that EPA guidance documents consider that any can-
cer risk of over one in a million, calculated using this meth-
odology, indicates a problem with the site. Generally, notes 
Pioneer, “as risks increase above 1 chance in 1,000,000, 
they become less desirable. The risk to individuals gener-
ally should not exceed 1 in 10,000 (i.e., 1E-04).” (1-4)

Acetaldehyde, arsenic, carbon tetrachloride, chloro-
form, chromium VI, dioxin/furans, formaldehyde, tetra-
chloroethylene, and trichloroethylene were responsible for 
the majority of the carcinogenic risks. 

All of the chronic and subchronic Hazard Index ratings 
for all locations calculated exceeded 1, which, says Pioneer, 
“indicates that noncancer health effects may be manifest-
ed,” although they were unable to be precise about actual 
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We are a pulp mill. . .
In a move calculated to avoid pressures such as 

those which have caught up its Crofton mill, Norske 
Canada has warned prospective buyers in a new high 
end development located in the plume of its Elk Falls mill 
in Campbell River BC that they will have to live with the 
effects of the nearby industry.

Developer Don Corson of Merrill and Ring didn’t ap-
preciate the warning. He told the Campbell River council 
that this was the fi rst he had heard of the mill’s concern 
and he wasn’t worried since “Norske Canada has done 
good work in the past to reduce its emissions. He was 
confi dent they would continue to do so in the future and 
requested council not delay the developer’s plans.”

—Campbell River Mirror, February 2005 

risks or effects. The pollutants responsible for the potential 
chronic health risks were acetaldehyde, acrolein, chlorine, 
chlorine dioxide, hydrochloric acid, hydrogen sulphide, ox-
ides of nitrogen, particulate (PM10), and sulphur dioxide. 
Ammonia and hydrogen sulphide were responsible for the 
majority of the subchronic health hazard potentials.

Summary

All of the above begs several questions: 
How often are unacceptable studies foisted on innocent 

communities who do not have the funds to send the work to 
other experts for review?

How often, when citizens themselves are able to pick 
out problems with corporate studies, are they ignored be-
cause they are not experts? 

Where are the government science and pollution ex-
perts whose job it is to deal with major industrial pollu-
tion? 

Why can communities not rely on federal or provincial 
government scientists and bureaucrats to step in to set the 
facts straight when studies with major distortions are re-
leased to the public?

And why, if the government experts do NOT recognize 
the issues at stake in this kind of study because they do not 
have a high enough level of expertise, are we the taxpayers 
not DEMANDING that more experts be put on the public 
payroll? 

All the bake sales in Canada could not raise enough 
money to do the work we need the government to do on our 
behalf.  



The Crofton baseline study on air quality and com-
munity health impacts done by Jacques Whitford and the 
Senes peer review of that study are available on the Nor-

ske Canada website at www.norskecanada.com Communi-
ties, Crofton, Environmental and Safety Results. 

The full RWDI report, and an executive summary, is 
available at http://www.croftonair.org and www.rfu.org. 
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Attention: Bundles Cut
The number of free copies of the WS is being 

rationed. If you receive a free bundle, be aware 
it will be dropped altogether unless we receive a 
confi rmation from you that you and your members 
are using the copies. 

We are also lowering the number of free cop-
ies in each bundle so you may not always receive 
the number of copies you expect. Libraries, col-
leges and ENGOS will continue to get priority IF 
and only IF they confi rm their interest by emailing 

orders@watershedsentinel.ca.
or Phone 1-877-421-6688

“Burnaby Public Library used to receive the 
Watershed Sentinel in our free handouts area and 
have not received any since the Nov/Dec issue 
....If it is still being published, would it be possible 
to get one copy of each issue we’ve missed for our 
Reference Collection? 

“Thank you for your attention to this request. “
Reference Department,
  Burnaby Public Library

QUADRA CREDIT UNION UNION U
The Discovery Island’s Full Service 

Financial Cooperative
Serving our members since 1941

  Quadra Island Office – 250 285 3327 
    Cortes Island Office  – 250 935 6617

  www.quadracu.com

Reader Alert!
A WORD FROM THE PUBLISHER

Demand for the Watershed Sentinel is higher Watershed Sentinel is higher Watershed Sentinel
than ever. There just aren’t enough copies to go 

around. Every issue, we are running short of 
magazines and have to ration supplies. The plain 

truth is, we can’t afford to print more copies.
If you are one of those thousands of readers who 
are used to picking up your Watershed Sentinel 

without subscribing, 

don’t let yourself be left out! 

Subscribe Now!
Subscription Form is on the back cover. 

PS. Make this YOUR Magazine - Subscribers and Do-
nors are eligible to join the Watershed Sentinel Educational 
Society, the non-profi t which publishes the magazine. 

AVOID DISAPPOINTMENTAVOID DISAPPOINTMENT

Rainwater Connection
Complete Rainwater
Collection Systems

Steel cisterns – polypropylene-lined, 
5,000 – 30,000 gal. Roof washers, Debris 
pails, High capacity fi lters

DESIGN *INSTALLATION *SERVICE
Bob Burgess 250-246-2155
Email bburgess@pacifi ccoast.net

www.rainwaterconnection.com

ECONEWS
www.earthfuture.com

          

s e r v i n g
the vision of  a 

sustainable Vancouver Island since 
1991 fi nanced by its readers’ donations. If  

you’d like to receive EcoNews every month contact 
Guy Dauncey guydauncey@earthfuture.com

395 Conway Road, Victoria BC, V9E 2B9 250-881-1304
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SUBSCRIBE Now!
___ 1 year (5 issues) Canada $20 Student/Low Income $10 (USA $26)
___ 2 years (10 issues) Canada $30 (USA 2 years $40)
___ This is a renewal         ___ This is a Gift: Send an announcement (below)
___ Watershed Sentinel Donation     $50     $100     $200     Other $_____
___  Do not trade my name         ___ Keep my support anonymous
___ T-shirts ($25 ea includes shipping and taxes) 
 VISA   Mastercard  Card Number ________________________________   Exp.___/___

Total Enclosed _______ Subscriptions are Payable to Watershed Sentinel 
For a tax-deductible receipt on a DONATION ONLY, make cheques payable to Friends of Cortes Island

MAIL MAGAZINE TO: _____________________________________________________________MAIL MAGAZINE TO: _____________________________________________________________MAIL MAGAZINE TO: __

ADDRESS: ____________________________________________________________________

POSTAL CODE: ________  PHONE: _____________ EMAIL: _______________________________

___ SAVE THE PAPER! I WANT TO GET MY NEW ISSUE ELECTRONICALLY (Requires high speed internet)

I want my Gift Announcement.to say: 

How to Tell if Your Subscription is Current
Look on the Label

The date in the top right hand corner is your* 
expiry! No address? No Subscription. 
We can’t guarantee you will receive  

our next exciting issue.
Now Available: Membership in the Watershed Sentinel 

Educational Society, publisher of the magazine, 
for donors and subscribers. 

*Some folks receive the Watershed Sentinel as a benefi t of membership in 
Friends of Cortes Island or Reach for Unbleached!  

Freedom of the press belongs to those who own one -- Your subscription keeps this magazine in print! Thank you 
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