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Abstract 

Residential development on freshwater lakeshores can negatively impact water quality 

and biodiversity. On Kootenay Lake in southeastern British Columbia, shoreline properties are 

increasingly being managed in ways that may contribute to loss of biodiversity, including 

through activities such as beach grooming and the construction of rock jetties and retaining 

walls. For this mixed-method case study 24 residential shoreline landowners on Kootenay Lake 

were interviewed, most at their properties, to explore the factors influencing how they manage 

their properties. Analysis was conducted using grounded theory. Assumptions tested included 

correlations among sense of place, ecological knowledge, residential seasonality, personal 

history at the property, and both reported and observed property management practices. 

Additional factors identified included age, gender, profession, and motorized activities. The data 

shows high place attachment and satisfaction, and relatively low understanding of shore zone 

ecosystem dynamics. Recommendations are made for targeted landowner education and social 

marketing, governance and regulation.  
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Introduction 

Water is elemental: vital to life on earth. Freshwater resources are critical for sustaining 

not only biodiversity – including human life – but also for sustaining human societies and 

economies. In 1992 at the United Nations International Conference on Water and the 

Environment held in Dublin, Ireland conference participants adopted the “Dublin Statement on 

Water and Sustainable Development”, the first Guiding Principle of which is: “Fresh water is a 

finite and vulnerable resource, essential to sustain life, development and the environment…Since 

water sustains life, effective management of water resources demands a holistic approach, 

linking social and economic development with protection of natural ecosystems (“Dublin 

Statement”, 1992). Water sustains life, and human societies must learn to sustain water. 

I am not alone in believing we must come to terms with issues of equity, seeing water not 

as a resource to be exploited, but as a vital life-giving force that is the birthright of every living 

being. In the proceedings from a national discussion series on the future of water in Canada, 

Baltutis and Shah (2012) said:  

Developing a new “water ethic” for Canada involves recognizing nature’s need for water 

and the fact that we depend on nature for our survival. In acknowledging this 

relationship, the notion of “the greatest good to the greatest number” extends 

consideration to other species, not just humans. First Nations values, which already 

acknowledge this as a priority, can offer a useful benchmark for the creation of a 

Canadian water ethic, along with the notion that water is a human right and integral to 

human health. (Baltutis & Shah, 2012, p. 25) 

  To evolve our relationship to water and develop this new ethic, we must change the 

narratives that inform our orientations and actions. At a gathering held in September 2013 in 
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Fairmont, BC to discuss the future of water governance for the Columbia River in Canada, 

Canadian author John Raulston Saul spoke of the importance of a new narrative for the 

Columbia Basin, one that transcends the current “strictly engineering” narrative and draws on 

indigenous philosophy: 

The dominant philosophy in Canada today, Saul argued, is that humans are superior to all 

of nature. We base this perceived superiority, he said, on what amounts to superstitions 

generated through irrational economic practices. We need new philosophies and much of 

what we need is right here before us embedded in Indigenous thought, language and 

culture. (Sandford, 2013, p. 4) 

This thesis is a case study about Kootenay Lake, a long, deep, cold, fresh water lake in 

southeastern British Columbia, and some of the people who currently own shoreline property on 

Kootenay Lake and spend at least some of their lives there. I wanted to talk to those people to 

find out how they feel about the lake, what they know and think about the lake, and what they do 

or don’t do on their property that affects the lake. I wanted to know whether they saw the lake as 

a commons, and what they thought about how the lake is currently governed, and how it should 

be governed in the future, and if they see a role for themselves in that. Really I want to know 

why people care, or don’t care, about how their activities affect our world, particularly the 

natural world, and this paper is an effort towards deeper understanding of that. 

My Personal History with Kootenay Lake 

As a lifelong environmental advocate, including a 25-year career working in 

environmental organizations, I have always been fascinated -- and often confused and dismayed -

- by how humans relate to, and interact with, the natural world. 
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Since 1990 I have been fortunate to live near Kootenay Lake, including two short periods 

when I lived at shoreline properties. I have spent hundreds of days recreating on or beside 

Kootenay Lake, including over 20 multi-day kayak-based camping trips. I experience the lake as 

a living entity, with complex biotic communities and ecosystem processes that are only revealed 

over time, and with attention. My experience of learning the lake has been characterized by a 

delightful sense of ongoing surprise: rare is the day on the lake that I do not observe or discover 

something new. 

In my 24 years of living with – and loving – Kootenay Lake, and particularly in the last 

ten years, I have observed more and larger homes being built on shoreline properties, including 

at formerly undeveloped sites that have been subdivided and turned into waterfront “villages.” 

Many of these homes have modified shorelines, including created or modified beaches, retaining 

walls, and various kinds of rock works from small jetties to protected marinas. I have also 

observed an increase in the use of motorized watercraft, including launches, houseboats and jet-

skis. I am concerned that this increasing human footprint could negatively impact the 

biodiversity of the lake ecosystem, as well as the quiet enjoyment sought not only by many 

shoreline residents but also by recreational users of Kootenay Lake.  

Since 2012, in my role as a Nelson city councilor, I have represented the City of Nelson 

at the Kootenay Lake Partnership, a multi-agency body whose mission is “…to develop 

integrated, collaborative approaches to lake management planning, in order to address the current 

and future activities on and around Kootenay Lake in ways that sustain the ecological health, 

First Nations cultural and socio-economic values” (Kootenay Lake Partnership, 2011, p. 3). As I 

watched partnership members consider how best to govern the lake, I saw the need for a deeper 
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understanding of the attitudes held by shoreline landowners. As one partnership member put it, 

“we know what people are doing on the lake, what we don’t know is why.”  

Structure of the Thesis 

  The first section, Context, discusses the importance of freshwater globally, the 

importance of freshwater lakes in meeting ecological, social and economic needs, now and into 

the future, the threats to lakes and freshwater ecosystems in Canada, and issues related to 

residential shoreline development in British Columbia. Current trends in water governance are 

summarized, including proposals for “ecological governance” of Canada’s water. We then take a 

look at Kootenay Lake: the geography, ecology, history, demographics and socio-economic 

trends, ecological issues, and current governance. 

  The next section, Methodology, describes the research question, assumptions, and the 

research design. This section lays out the reasons for choosing to do a case study, and explains 

how data was collected and analyzed using grounded theory methods.  

  In the Results section I describe my process for making meaning out of the body of 

observed and reported data. Interviewees are classified into three property management approach 

cohorts and four ecological knowledge levels, to support inquiry into patterns of relationship 

among classifications and interviewee attributes and attitudes.  

  The Discussion section attempts to clearly answer the research question, identifying and 

discussing the factors that appear to influence property management among my sample set. I 

look at the themes that emerged from data analysis, broken down into the three domains found in 

attitude theory: affect, behavioral and cognitive. This section includes several direct quotations 

from interviewees. 
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  The final section, Conclusions and Recommendations, discusses potential ways to 

develop and support ecological literacy and a stewardship ethic among shoreline landowners. 

This section includes a specific discussion of the barriers to more natural property management, 

and recommendations for the development and delivery of community-based social marketing 

programs, as well as governance implications. 

  I hope that this research will be of use to freshwater lake stewards across Canada and to 

all actors seeking ecological governance, or at least increased sustainability, of our precious 

freshwater lakes. 

Context 

Canada’s Freshwater Lakes 

  Of all the water on earth only 2.5% is fresh water. About 69% of that is held in glaciers 

and permanent snow cover, and about 30% is held underground. Freshwater lakes and rivers 

contain just 0.26% of total global fresh water reserves, yet they are the main sources for human 

water consumption (Shiklomanov, 1993). Canada, with 563 lakes larger than 100 square 

kilometres, has more lake area than any other country in the world (Dewar & Soulard, 2010).  

The University of Guelph defines lakes as bodies of water greater than two metres deep 

and therefore, since they do not freeze to the bottom in winter, capable of sustaining fish (Hebert, 

2002). There are an estimated three million lakes with surface areas greater than one hectare in 

Canada; over half of them are in Quebec and Ontario. There are approximately 20,000 lakes in 

British Columbia (Hebert, 2002). Canada’s lakes are largely the legacy of the last ice age, the 

Wisconsinan, which ended about 10,000 years ago. Glaciation scoured out bedrock basins and 

moraines dammed mountain valleys. In mountainous regions of British Columbia, cirque lakes 
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developed in basins, and long deep lakes (including Kootenay Lake) filled what were once 

glacially carved valleys (Hebert, 2002).  

The Importance of Lakes 

Freshwater ecosystems, including lakes, provide critical ecosystem services on which 

human societies and their economies rely. These services include provision of industrial, 

irrigation and residential water supplies, regulation of ecosystem function, flood and drought 

mitigation, recreational opportunities, hydropower generation, provision of habitat, biodiversity 

conservation, provision of food, sink services (the ability to absorb and neutralize pollution), 

water purification, nutrient delivery, soil fertility maintenance, and aesthetic, cultural and 

spiritual values (Brandes et al., 2005). 

The RBC Blue Water Project found that unprompted, 40% of respondents named water 

as Canada’s most important natural resource, (above second-place oil at 21%), and 48% said it 

was the natural resource they personally cared most about (ahead of second-place forests at 21%) 

(RBC Blue Water Project, 2012).  Freshwater lakes hold a special place in Canadian culture and 

experience. Allen Casey, in his 2009 book Lakeland: Ballad of a Freshwater Country, asserts 

that “happy associations with lakes are part of the Canadian collective unconscious” (Casey, 

2009, p. 4). The RBC study appears to support this, finding that respondents “have many fond 

memories related to water when they think of spending time in the Canadian outdoors”, with 

spending time at the beach, swimming and fishing ranked as their second, third and fourth 

fondest experiences of the Canadian outdoors (behind hiking) (RBC Blue Water Project, 2012). 

It is more difficult to quantify the deeper meanings Canadians attribute to lakes, but Casey again: 

“Upon their shores we find nature at her most accessible and inviting. This is the great gift of 

Lakeland: the ready interface it provides with wilderness….Lakes are our proximate wilderness, 
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that piece of untamed biosphere from which average people can take a bite” (Casey, 2009, p.11-

12). 

Perhaps our attachment to nature is best measured by how we feel when it is lost. In 

2012-2013 Environment Canada contracted a national survey of 15,000 Canadian adults, to 

deepen understanding of the importance of nature to Canadians. In that study 18% of British 

Columbia residents reported being directly affected, during the previous 12 months, by the loss 

of an ecosystem service that would normally have been provided by nature. Of those who 

reported a loss, the largest proportion (45%) cited “emotional, psychological, or spiritual well-

being” as the option that most closely matched how the loss affected them (Federal, Provincial 

and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2014). In the words of the great Canadian songwriter 

Joni Mitchell, “we don’t know what we’ve got ‘til it’s gone” (Mitchell, 1970). 

  The measurable contribution of freshwater systems to the Canadian economy has been 

valued at between $7.5 billion and $23 billion annually, comparable to agricultural production 

and other major economic components (Environment Canada, 2004). It is estimated that 

Canadians spent $4.2 billion annually on fishing and water-based motorized recreation, $199 

million of that in British Columbia (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 

2014). Nationally, 40% of Canadians, and 46% of British Columbians, participated in non-

motorized water or beach activities in the previous 12 months; 21% of Canadians participated in 

fishing (also 21% in BC), and 21% of Canadians participated in motorized water vehicle use 

(22% in BC) (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2014).  

Threats to Canada’s Lakes 

Around the world, including in Canada, threats to freshwater quality and quantity are 

growing, and human activities are strongly linked to these threats (Simms & de Loë, 2010). The 
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Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada (2010) reported that “Trends over the 

past 40 years influencing biodiversity in [Canadian] lakes and rivers include seasonal changes in 

magnitude of stream flows, increases in river and lake temperatures, decreases in lake levels, and 

habitat loss and fragmentation” (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 

2010, p. 2). In terms of human/ecosystem interactions that are impacting freshwater 

environments, the same report noted an increase in numbers and distribution of invasive non-

native species, concentrations of mercury in wildlife, including lake trout and rainbow trout, 

concentrations of emerging contaminants such as endocrine-disrupting substances from 

pharmaceuticals, and nutrient loading from fertilizers, phosphates and sewage, causing algal 

blooms (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2010). The report also notes 

that climate change affects all aspects of ecosystems and that “rising temperatures…have had 

both direct and indirect impacts on biodiversity in terrestrial, freshwater and marine systems” 

(Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2010, p. 65). Reptiles, freshwater 

mussels and amphibians have the highest percent of species at risk compared to other species 

types (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2010). The report specifically 

notes declines in the northern leopard frog and the white sturgeon, both species found in 

Kootenay Lake. Sturgeon declines are attributed to “poor juvenile survival, linked to river 

diversions, changes in sediment quantity and quality, and water flow regular, associated with 

dams” (Federal, Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2010, p. 78). Declines in 

Canadian freshwater fish generally are linked to habitat loss and fragmentation, caused by dams, 

weirs, roads and degradation of the riparian zone, as well as non-native aquatic species (Federal, 

Provincial and Territorial Governments of Canada, 2010). 
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The Role of Shoreline Landowners in Lake Sustainability 

Richness and abundance is found where the water meets the land. For millennia, humans 

have chosen to live near freshwater lakes and rivers for the many ecological goods and services 

they provide, including the plants and animals found in shore zones and in the water itself. Lakes 

and rivers are also important transportation corridors. Half of the world’s population lives in or 

near the shore zone (Airoldi & Beck 2007 cited in Strayer & Findlay, 2010), understood in this 

paper as “the region closely adjoining the shoreline in which strong and direct interactions tightly 

link the terrestrial ecosystem to the aquatic ecosystem, and vice versa” (Strayer & Findlay, 2010, 

p. 128). 

Shore zones are among the most productive and most threatened habitats on our planet. 

Natural shore zones are the sole homes of many distinctive plants and animals, and as 

transition zones between aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, can contain highly diverse 

biological communities as well as hot spots of biogeochemical activity. Intact shore 

zones also regulate exchanges between aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, contributing to 

the normal functioning of both. (Strayer & Findlay, 2010, p. 127). 

Property management practices in the shore zone, such as the removal of native 

vegetation and the modification of shorelines, can have direct effects on lake ecology. Carpenter 

et al. (2007) found that, “Residential and recreational development of lakeshores is a central 

driver of three types of biotic change: (1) loss of coarse wood that provides habitat for aquatic 

organisms, (2) introduction of exotic species, and (3) greater fishing pressure” (Carpenter et al., 

2007, p. 327). Brauns et al. (2011) found that, “Shoreline development and the associated loss of 

littoral habitats represent a pervasive alteration of the ecological integrity of lakes” (Brauns et al., 

p. 916).  



SHORELINE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT ON KOOTENAY LAKE, BC 
 

   

Littoral habitats are also impacted by the construction of shoreline structures. Groynes 

(also spelled groins) and breakwaters are structures that extend perpendicularly from the 

shoreline. These structures “intercept and/or divert the transport of sediments along the shore, 

potentially causing excess sediment accumulation in some areas and sediment starvation in 

others…These changes to sediment transport regimes can negatively impact nearshore biota” 

(Great Lakes Environmental Assessment and Mapping Project, n.d.).  

There is strong evidence to suggest that the management practices of shoreline 

landowners in British Columbia are not yet aligned with sustainability principles. Non-

compliance with rules governing lakeshore development on BC’s freshwater lakes was identified 

as a major challenge by the Ecosystems Branch of the BC Ministry of Environment in 2007 

(British Columbia Ministry of Environment, 2010, p. 3). “Ecosystems staff concerns not only 

related to the direct loss of fish and wildlife habitats such as spawning grounds and riparian 

vegetation but more importantly, a cumulative loss of foreshore habitats” (British Columbia 

Ministry of Environment, 2010, p. 3).  When Ministry staff then conducted a study to define and 

quantify the perceived problem, they found “very low compliance across the province with the 

requirement to obtain an authorization under the Water Act for modifications to the lakeshore” 

and concluded that “[g]iven the knowledge that the foreshore is extremely sensitive to 

disturbance…there are significant impacts occurring in this critical zone as a result of non-

authorized shoreline work” (British Columbia Ministry of Environment, 2010, p. 11).   
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Trends in Water Governance 

  Not only are the management practices of shoreline landowners important in terms of 

conserving lake ecology, we can also anticipate a growing role for shoreline owners in water 

governance. Water governance “refers to the ways in which societies organize themselves to 

make decisions and take actions that affect water” (de Loë & Murray, 2012, p. 3). Water 

governance is extremely complex, with a broad array of federal, provincial, regional and 

municipal laws, policies, roles and responsibilities (Province of British Columbia, n.d.). Simms 

and de Loë (2010) noted a strong trend toward increasing democratization of water governance, 

and the shift to collaborative, multi-stakeholder approaches, including civil society actors.  

The last decade has seen an important dialogue in Canada on water governance. In 2005 

Brandes et al., at the POLIS Project on Ecological Governance at the University of Victoria, 

proposed the ultimate goal of “ecological governance” of water,  

…where natural ecosystem processes are carefully considered at all levels of decision 

making, up and down the watershed…all three pillars of governance—government, 

business and civil society—must participate to fully incorporate sustainability into the 

very nature of our government, our industry and our civil society. (Brandes et al., 2005, 

p. iii).  

  Between 2008 and 2012 the Water Policy and Governance Group, a multi-university 

collaborative research team based at the University of Waterloo, conducted Governance for 

Watershed-Based Source Water Protection in Canada: A National Assessment. Researchers de 

Loë & Murray (2012) concluded that “responsibility for water-related governance functions is 

increasingly being divided among government and non-government actors, including private 
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industry and industry groups, Indigenous peoples, the public sector, non-governmental 

organizations and individual concerned citizens” (de Loë & Murray, 2012, p. 3). 

British Columbia is replacing its Water Act with a new Water Sustainability Act that will come 

into force in 2015. The legislative proposal for the new Act allows for the development of “water 

sustainability plans”, each unique in content and in the process used to develop it (Province of 

British Columbia, 2013). The new Act is intended to “Increase flexibility in governance 

arrangements to better suit local needs…allow for delegation of some water management 

activities or decisions to people or agencies outside of the provincial government…[and] support 

the creation of advisory groups for both surface and groundwater” (Province of British 

Columbia, 2013, p. 20). 

Welcome to Kootenay Lake 

  Kootenay Lake is located between the Selkirk and Purcell mountain ranges in southeast 

BC, and is part of the Kootenay River, which flows into the lake from the south, providing 80% 

of the inflow. Additional inflow comes from the Duncan and Lardeau Rivers in the lake’s North 

Arm, and from several large creeks that enter the lake from the surrounding mountains. The 

West Arm drains the lake and becomes the Kootenay River again west of the city of Nelson, BC, 

finally entering the Columbia River downstream at the city of Castlegar. The main lake, 

comprised of the North and South Arms, is 107 km long, with a mean depth of 100m, a 

maximum depth of 153m, and a surface area of 420km2 (AMEC Earth and Environmental, 

2009). 

  The Kootenay River is transboundary, flowing southward from British Columbia’s 

Rocky Mountain Trench into Montana, where it is impounded by the Libby dam, and then back 

north again and into Kootenay Lake. Kootenay Lake water levels are governed by the 
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International Joint Commission under the 1938 Kootenay Lake Order (International Joint 

Commission, 1938). The Libby dam has the strongest influence on the inflow, while the Corra 

Linn dam on the Kootenay River downstream of Kootenay Lake influences outflow. The Duncan 

River is also dammed.  

Ecology of Kootenay Lake. 

Kootenay Lake is an oligatrophic lake that supports several important fisheries, including 

kokanee (a land-locked salmon) and the world’s largest rainbow trout, the Gerrard rainbow, 

which is indigenous only to Kootenay Lake. Nutrient inputs to Kootenay Lake have been 

reduced by 35-45% due to the dams; other impacts to the ecology of the lake and in particular the 

fisheries have included the introduction of mysid shrimp in 1949, and the closing of an upstream 

phosphate fertilizer plant in 1975 (BC Hydro, 2012). In 1992 BC Hydro implemented a nutrient 

restoration (“fertilization”) program in response to plummeting kokanee spawning returns; 

kokanee and Gerrard rainbow stocks are now considered to be in “good to very good shape” (BC 

Hydro, 2012, p. 6). White sturgeon, a species listed as endangered under the federal Species at 

Risk Act, is known to have critical habitats within Kootenay Lake (Schleppe, 2011). Recruitment 

of white sturgeon has been negligible since the construction of the Libby Dam and is now 

augmented with hatchery stock (BC Hydro, 2012). Burbot (“ling cod”) are severely depleted and 

likely extirpated (BC Hydro, 2012). Kootenay Lake is also known for its high numbers of 

Osprey (pandion haliaetus), (Arndt et al., 2006). 

History of Kootenay Lake. 

  Human history on Kootenay Lake dates back to the end of the last ice age more than 

10,000 years ago; the area has been used by the Ktunaxa, Secwepemc, Sinixt, Okanagan and 

others (Columbia Basin Trust, n.d.). The Yaqan Nukiy or Lower Kootenay Band, one of six 
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bands that make up the Ktunaxa Nation, claim to be the “original inhabitants of the Lower 

Kootenay area” (Yaqan Nukiy, n.d.); southern Kootenay Lake figures prominently in their 

creation story. The Sinixt Nation considers the West and North Arms of the lake to be in its 

territory (Sinixt Nation, n.d.), as does the Okanagan Nation (Okanagan Nation, n.d.).  

  European explorers, most famously David Thompson, began visiting the Kootenay region 

in the early 1800s. In the 1880s and 1890s the area saw a mining boom built on large galena 

(lead-silver) deposits, including at the Bluebell mine near Riondel on Kootenay Lake. The 

lakeshore cities of Nelson and Kaslo were established, timber claims were registered, railways 

carried passengers, ore and goods in and out of the region, and sternwheelers plied the waters. As 

the mines played out, the Canadian Pacific Railway promoted the area for agriculture, and apple 

and cherry orchards often owned by English settlers sprung up around Kootenay Lake (Good 

Earth Productions, n.d.). Today the major employment sectors in the West Kootenay region are 

metallurgy and health care, followed by seasonal tourism (Lower Columbia Community 

Development Team Society, 2014).  

Current demographics and socio-economic trends.  

  As of the 2011 census 22,455 people live around Kootenay Lake, 10,230 of them in the 

City of Nelson (Columbia Basin Rural Development Institute, n.d.). See Appendix A for a 

breakdown of population by lake area. There are 2548 residential and commercial lots within 

100 metres of the lakeshore, including 1324 single-family dwellings, 345 of them on two acres 

or more (Regional District of Central Kootenay, 2013). The “Kootenay Lake and Lardeau Valley 

Portion of Electoral Area ‘D’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1996” (2009) reports that 

public consultation during the plan’s development found strong support for the protection of 

Kootenay Lake, and that the top five values identified as important to the plan area were clean air 
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and water, scenic beauty, wildlife and [its] habitat, feeling of safety, and peace and quiet 

(Regional District of Central Kootenay, 2010). Recent trends in the area include an increase in 

immigration for natural and cultural amenities and an increase in full-time residency due to “an 

increased number of retirees, employment no longer being tied to location due to increased 

communications, and diversification toward tourism and recreational related employment” 

(Regional District of Central Kootenay, 2010, p. 5). 

  Major commercial developments on Kootenay Lake include Ainsworth Hot Springs (a 

significant tourist destination), and marinas (some with resorts) at Balfour, Kaslo, Nelson, 

Schroeder Creek, Twin Bays and Woodbury. There are five Provincial Parks on the lake, as well 

as two large Provincial Recreation Areas, and five BC Forest Service Recreation Sites. Other 

major protected areas include Darkwoods (Nature Conservancy of Canada), the Creston Valley 

Wildlife Area, and the Midge Creek Wildlife Management Area. See Appendix B for a full 

listing of protected areas. 

Ecological trends and issues. 

In 2008 Fisheries & Oceans Canada, concerned about the impacts of foreshore 

development on fish and fish habitat in the West Arm of Kootenay Lake, commissioned a survey 

which found that shoreline properties along the West Arm were increasingly being managed in 

ways that may contribute to loss of biodiversity, including through foreshore modification 

activities such as beach grooming and the construction of groynes and retaining walls (AMEC, 

2009, p.vi). Between 2004 and 2008, residential land use on the West Arm increased by 15%; 

this was accompanied by an overall net loss of riparian vegetation and an increase in the number 

of foreshore modifications, potentially impacting fish habitat (AMEC Earth and Environmental, 

2009). A subsequent study of the main lake (ie. the North and South Arms) found that 20% of 
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the shoreline has been impacted by habitat modifications including groynes, boat basins, docks, 

and retaining walls (Schleppe, 2011).  

Governance of Kootenay Lake. 

  In addition to the International Joint Commission, several government agencies have 

jurisdiction over Kootenay Lake and its shoreline, including Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 

Transport Canada, the Ktunaxa Nation Council, the Province of British Columbia, the Regional 

District of Central Kootenay, and the cities of Kaslo and Nelson. Landowners wishing to modify 

their shorelines must meet requirements under the BC Fish Protection Act and the BC Water Act, 

and depending on the works contemplated must either notify the province or submit an 

application for approval, through FrontCounter BC. FrontCounter BC may refer applications to 

other provincial agencies, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and First Nations (Province of British 

Columbia, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, n.d.). The Canadian 

Fisheries Act is invoked when proposed works may result in “Harmful Alteration, Disruption or 

Destruction of fish habitat (HADD)”; when a HADD cannot be mitigated against, an 

authorization from Fisheries and Oceans Canada is required before work can proceed (Province 

of British Columbia, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, n.d.). 

  Almost all of Kootenay Lake is also governed by Official Community Plans and 

Comprehensive Land Use Bylaws enacted in recent years by the Regional District of Central 

Kootenay for the relevant Electoral Areas and by the City of Nelson. In accordance with the 

provincial Riparian Areas Regulation under the Water Act, the bylaws for electoral Areas D, A, 

E Rural, and the City of Nelson have zoned the areas within 15m of the high-water mark (30m in 

Area D) as Development Permit Areas requiring the report of a Qualified Environmental 

Professional for various activities, including not only construction of works but also the removal 
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or alteration of vegetation or the disturbance of soils (Regional District of Central Kootenay Area 

2010, 2013, City of Nelson 2014). 

  The Kootenay Lake Partnership is an interagency body created in 2010 in response to 

increasing development pressures and concurrent demand for agency project review (R. van der 

Marel, personal communication, September 8, 2014). Partnership members include Fisheries and 

Oceans Canada, the Province of British Columbia, the Ktunaxa Nation, the Regional District of 

Central Kootenay, the City of Nelson, the Lower Kootenay Indian Band, and the Canadian 

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fisheries Commission (Kootenay Lake Partnership, 2011). To date 

the Partnership has completed a Shoreline Habitat Inventory Map that assesses the ecological 

condition of the lake by sections, and an Aquatic Habitat Index that assigns each section a 

sensitivity-to-disturbance rating. The Ktunaxa Nation is now developing a Cultural and 

Conservation Values Study that will identify where important cultural and conservation values 

are found on Kootenay Lake; when this study is completed all three products will be integrated 

into a Shoreline Guidance Document for use by all member agencies when considering 

development referrals. 

  The Friends of Kootenay Lake is a new stewardship group (formed June 2012) associated 

with the Kootenay Lake Partnership. The Friends of Kootenay Lake do water quality monitoring 

and other citizen science and research, conduct restoration projects, deliver educational programs 

on lake stewardship to lake residents and visitors, and gather community input to inform the 

Partnership’s lake management planning processes (C. de la Salle, personal communication, July 

10, 2014). The Friends of Kootenay Lake is part of a growing freshwater stewardship movement 

in Canada, which includes more than 230 non-profit, non-governmental organizations in British 

Columbia alone (Morris & Brandes, 2013).  
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Methodology 

The Research Question 

The question my research aims to answer is: “What factors influence property 

management approaches among residential shoreline landowners on Kootenay Lake, BC?”  

Assumptions 

In conducting this research, four key assumptions were developed and tested, namely 

that: 

1. A stronger sense of place is positively correlated to more natural property 

management; 

2. Higher levels of ecological knowledge are positively correlated to more natural 

property management;  

3. Shoreline landowners who are full-time residents (those spending six or more months 

per year at their shoreline properties) are more likely to engage in more natural 

property management than are seasonal residents (those spending fewer than six 

months per year at their properties); and 

4. Shoreline landowners with longer personal histories on the lake (those who did not 

first come to the lake as adults) are more likely to manage their properties more 

naturally than are first-generation landowners. 

  Managing lakeshore property can be considered on a spectrum from highly groomed 

(manicured lawns, raked beaches) to completely natural (Amato, Shaw, & Haack, 2012). In this 

thesis, three classifications for property management approaches are used: “natural”, “semi-

natural”, and “groomed.”  
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  Ecological knowledge can also be seen on a spectrum, from basic observation of species 

types (“birds”, “fish”) to deep understanding of ecological processes and ecosystem trends and 

dynamics. As described later, a four-level ecological knowledge scale was developed to assist in 

analysis. 

   “Sense of place” is a term that has been used since the 1970s and interpreted by 

practitioners and researchers from a wide range of disciplines (de Wit, 2013). The definition used 

by the geographer de Wit (2013) is “the human experience of place in all its dimensions: 

physical, social, psychological, intellectual, and emotional” (2013, p. 121). I chose to consider 

the relation of sense of place to shoreline property management because understanding how 

people relate to a place is key to understanding how they treat that place (de Wit, 2013). In his 

study of property owners in a rural lake region in Wisconsin, Stedman (2002) found that stronger 

place attachment was positively associated with behavioral intentions to maintain valued 

qualities of the environment such as scenery and water quality. He concluded that “scholars 

interested in the linkages between people and environment should care about sense of place not 

as an end in itself but as predisposing action” (Stedman, 2002, p. 577).  

Research Design 

This research is a mixed-method case study that employed semi-structured interviews 

with 24 shoreline landowners on Kootenay Lake, as well as participant observation: 21 of the 24 

interviews took place at the shoreline properties, permitting me to observe current conditions and 

management practices. Four subject matter experts were also interviewed, all at their places of 

employment. 

A case study is a form of observational research that is “good at building in-depth 

description and understanding of a specific situation (Newing, 2011, p. 46). According to Yin 
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(cited in Corcoran, Walker & Wals, 2004), a case study “investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries between the phenomenon and 

context are not clearly evident…” (Corcoran et al., 2004, p. 9), Since I hope this research will be 

of use beyond Kootenay Lake, a case study design was appropriate since “Case studies aim at a 

detailed understanding of the case that has been selected, both for its own sake and in order to 

add to broader theoretical understanding and generate theories about underlying issues” 

(Newing, 2011, p. 46). 

Qualitative interviewing was chosen as my data-gathering method since I was seeking in-

depth understanding of participant orientations (Newing, 2011). I chose to use open-ended semi-

structured interviews because this method ensures some measure of consistency in the topics 

covered while also allowing for exploration of unexpected or emergent topics.  

Confidence in the quality of my research was achieved through between-subject and 

cross-method triangulation. Between-subject triangulation, defined as “ask(ing) several different 

people about the same thing” (Newing, 2011, p. 115), was addressed by using an interview 

protocol for the semi-structured interviews. The use of two different qualitative methods -- semi-

structured interviews, and participant observation – provided cross-method triangulation.  

Sampling and Validity 

My study population is all residential shoreline landowners on Kootenay Lake, an 

estimated 1444 households (Regional District of Central Kootenay, 2013). I had initially hoped 

to use simple random sampling to generate the shoreline property owner sampling set, in order to 

provide external validity– the “extent to which the results can be generalized from the sample to 

a larger population” (Newing, 2011, p. 51) – since one of the aims of my research is to inform 

the development of social marketing programs. I was assured by the Regional District of Central 
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Kootenay that I could access their database of addresses; unfortunately it was later determined 

that the BC Assessment Authority would have to grant access permission, which after multiple 

conversations was ultimately denied.  

Sampling was therefore conducted using snowball sampling: initial referrals were sought 

from members of the Kootenay Lake Partnership and from personal friends and acquaintances. 

Notices inviting participation were affixed to community bulletin boards around Kootenay Lake, 

and made available at Friends of Kootenay Lake outreach tables. The Friends of Kootenay Lake 

also emailed their members, inviting shoreline landowners to participate: four interviewees were 

identified through this channel. As the interviews progressed, some interviewees also 

recommended and/or referred additional prospective interviewees.  

A total of 70 potential interviewees were compiled in a spreadsheet. Outreach to 

prospective interviewees was purposive in that I sought to include roughly equal numbers of 

seasonal and full-time residents, as well as attempting to ensure that interviewees were 

geographically representative of the entire lake. Prospective interviewees were telephoned and if 

they expressed interest, were sent a letter of invitation and consent form. Once they agreed to 

participate, an interview was scheduled.  

Geographic distribution of interviewees around the lake, and seasonal vs. full-time 

residency, is illustrated in Appendix C. I found it difficult to identify prospective interviewees 

from the North Arm, and only two interviewees were from that lake section; this was partly 

because the North Arm is much more sparsely populated than the rest of the lake (see Appendix 

A). I also felt that after 24 interviews I had reached conceptual saturation (Newing, 2011, p. 75), 

and given time constraints decided to stop interviewing and move into the transcription phase. 

Context validity – “how far the situation under which the research is carried out represents ‘real 
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life’” (Newing, 2011, p. 51) – is satisfied due to the high percentage of interviews conducted in 

situ at the shoreline properties. 

Limitations, Delimitations and Potential Bias  

Limitations in this research include the obvious inability to interview people who were 

not interested in participating. In addition, the qualitative analysis methods employed allow for 

exploring correlations among attitudes, attributes and behaviors, but cannot establish causation. 

My research is delimited by the relatively few interviews conducted on the North Arm. 

Also I only interviewed residential shoreline landowners on one specific lake (Kootenay Lake), 

leaving exploration of commercial, industrial and governmental shoreline landowners on 

Kootenay Lake, and shoreline landowners on other lakes, for further study. My case study also 

does not engage other Kootenay Lake users (such as anglers and boaters) whose behavior may 

also be impacting lake biodiversity. 

  Using snowball sampling could have tended to skew interviewees towards those sharing 

similar viewpoints. It has been acknowledged in literature that “a weakness of the snowball 

technique is that it can underrepresent social groups that tend to keep to themselves” (de Wit, 

2013, p. 129). This limitation was addressed by the large interview sample set.  

At all stages, including coding and analysis, couples were treated as one interviewee rather than 

two; in other words, each landowner was treated the same, whether an individual or a couple. 

This may have influenced analysis, since in the cases where individuals were interviewed who 

are part of a couple, no data is available for the party that was not interviewed, even though their 

attitudes and attributes would likely have at least some influence on how the couple manages 

their property.  
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My own biases may also limit the objectivity of my conclusions. I am an environmental 

advocate and an elected official, and as such my biases include valuing both minimal human 

footprints on nature, and compliance with environmental laws and regulations. I also have a 

strong sense of place, having lived on or near Kootenay Lake since 1990, which may cause me to 

relate more easily to interviewees who share my values. These potential biases were controlled 

for by the writing of reflective memos throughout the research process, by the large number of 

interviews conducted, and by the hospitality and genuine goodwill I experienced from my 

interview subjects.  

While I initially intended to also gather demographic information about age, education, 

profession and income level, in practice I felt uncomfortable asking these questions – as a fellow 

Kootenay Lake basin resident, and as an elected official – and therefore only asked them of one 

interviewee. Nonetheless, demographic information emerged organically in the interview 

process, and did inform analysis. 

Data Collection and Interviewing  

I began my research process by presenting my research proposal at a meeting of the 

Kootenay Lake Partnership on April 24, 2013 and getting member feedback on the research 

design. Partnership members confirmed that what would be useful to them was not more 

statistics, but a deeper understanding of “the ‘why’s”, and they encouraged open-ended 

questioning. Their feedback was particularly useful in designing the interview protocols; they 

recommended inclusion of questions about changes observed, and knowledge of cultural and 

First Nations values, and encouraged me to get interviewees to look forward at what they 

envision for the lake in the future, to look back at their own personal history on the lake, and to 

look within at how they feel about the changes they have observed.  
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I created two versions of the interview protocol, one for use with subject matter experts 

and one for use with shoreline landowners, to enable specific questions related to property 

management in the case of landowners, and professional expertise in the case of subject matter 

experts. Both versions began with the same questions about personal history on the lake, changes 

observed, feelings about those changes, understanding of change drivers, understanding of the 

lake’s ecological, cultural, social and economic values and current governance, what they see in 

the lake’s future and would they would like to see. Experts also volunteered information on their 

areas of expertise. Landowners were also asked about their activities on the lake, their property 

management approaches, changes they have made to their properties (if any), their relationship 

to their neighborhood and/or community, and what lake stewardship means to them. 

I first conducted three interviews with subject matter experts, one a planner with several 

years of experience working on Kootenay Lake and then two elected officials whose current 

authority areas include Kootenay Lake. I then decided to switch my focus to the shoreline 

landowners themselves, finding that the subject matter experts were providing background 

information that could be more easily acquired later in the research process. I also realized that if 

I were to interview a balance of seasonal and full-time residents I needed to move more quickly 

to identify seasonal interviewees, and schedule and conduct their interviews, while they were 

actually at their properties. 

Almost all interviews took place in July, August and September 2013, save for two full-

time shoreline landowners that were interviewed in January 2014. While the letter of invitation 

left the location of the interview up to the interviewee, 21 of the 24 interviewees chose to be 

interviewed at their property. This participant observation enabled a deeper inquiry into how 

interviewees relate to and manage their property, and in particular allowed me to observe 
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consistency with, and dissonance between, interviewees’ stated values and actual property 

management practices. Interviews lasted between 30 and 90 minutes. 

An additional subject matter expert, a fisheries biologist with the BC Ministry of 

Environment, was interviewed in September 2013.  

All but one of the interviews with shoreline landowners were digitally recorded and then 

transcribed; as a new researcher, I was uncomfortable relying only on hand-written notes, and I 

also assumed that more detailed data, including direct quotations, would yield richer insights 

during analysis. My personal observations were also recorded as voice memos, and appended to 

interview transcripts. I transcribed about half of the interviews, and the other half were initially 

transcribed using a commercial transcription service (Transcription Hub) and then reviewed and 

edited by me. The interviews with subject matter experts were not transcribed, as the information 

they had provided was not included in the grounded theory analysis.  

Throughout the project I have kept a written journal, which helped me identify emerging 

themes and patterns and formed an important part of my reflective process before and during 

analysis.  

Analysis 

Interviews were analyzed using grounded theory, a research design that seeks to generate 

new theory from data, as opposed to testing existing theory (Birks & Mills, 2011, p. 2). Birks & 

Mills (2011) recommend using grounded theory when “little is known about the area of study” 

(2011, p. 16). The decision to use grounded theory was validated by the feedback from a 

Kootenay Lake Partnership member that “we know what people [on the lake] do, but not why 

they do it” (S. Sudan, personal communication, April 24, 2013). 
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Grounded theory methods used included initial coding and categorization of data, the 

writing of reflexive memos throughout the analysis process, constant comparative analysis 

(comparison among codes and categories), the development of theoretical sensitivity, 

intermediate coding, theoretical integration, and narrative (Birks & Mills, 2011). 

My coding approach was strongly informed by Johnny Saldana’s Coding Manual for 

Qualitative Researchers (2013). The first 13 interviews to be transcribed were printed out, and 

initial coding written in the margins. As I used multiple first-cycle coding methods at this stage, 

the overall method can be considered “eclectic”, described by Saldana to be appropriate as an 

initial, exploratory technique (Saldana, 2013). From this initial coding I developed several 

iterations of a coding framework, initially using hand-written notes on a whiteboard, and 

progressing to a system of colored sticky notes (see Appendix D for images).  

A major turning point in developing the coding framework was the decision to structure 

the framework using sense of place as a sense-making lens. As previously noted, the first 

assumption of this research was that a stronger sense of place is positively correlated to more 

natural property management: that as one learns more about a place, and grows in attachment to 

that place, the natural tendency is to wish to impact that place as little as is deemed necessary. 

My approach to understanding sense of place became strongly influenced by the writings of 

Bradley S. Jorgensen and Richard C. Stedman, who together and individually have written 

extensively on sense of place, including in the context of human relationships with northern 

temperate lakes. Jorgensen & Stedman (2005) described sense of place as “a multi-dimensional 

construct representing beliefs, emotions and behavioral commitments concerning a particular 

geographic setting” (2005, p. 316). They also recommended that research focus on attitudes: that 
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is, beliefs and feelings about a place, behaviours and behavioural intentions (Jorgensen & 

Stedman, 2005).  

  Studies that measure sense of place tend to be quantitative in nature, using surveys of 

large sample sets in order to inquire into place attachment and place identity. I needed to find a 

way to use a qualitative approach – grounded theory – to inquire into the various aspects of sense 

of place. Jorgensen & Stedman (2005) place sense of place into three domains: affective (related 

to place attachment), behavioural (related to place dependency) and cognitive (related to place 

identity) (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2005). Organizing the coding framework using these three 

domains seemed desirable, since:  

“By understanding the cognitive, affective and conative structure of sense of place, 

researchers are better placed to explore the potential for complexity in the concept. This 

is particularly important when this complexity bears on the development and evaluation 

of communication and/or behavior change strategies.”  (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2005, p. 

317). 

  This approach proved to fit well with the coding landscape that was emerging from the 

initial and early intermediate coding processes. The cognitive category was further broken down 

into two subcategories in order to generally distinguish between what people think and feel 

(labeled in the coding framework as “beliefs/values/attitudes”) and what they know or think they 

know (labeled in the coding framework as “perceptions”). This division in practice was of course 

often arbitrary, especially when addressing complex questions such as attitudes towards change: 

at what point does a belief become a fact?  

  Interviewee attributes were also coded as to age, gender (male, female, couple), lake 

section (West Arm, North Arm, or South Arm, referred to as “East Shore” since that is what 
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residents call it), months per year spent at the lakeshore property, numbers of generations on the 

lake, profession, and years at current property. Additional useful attributes that emerged from 

data analysis were retirement status, engagement in motorized recreational activities, and 

whether or not the property was previously owned by a family member: such properties have 

been termed “legacy properties” hereinafter. 

  Two classification systems were developed and are discussed below: one classified 

interviewees according to their approach to property management (natural, semi-natural, or 

groomed) and the second classified interviewees into four levels of ecological knowledge.  

Classifying Approaches to Shore Zone Property Management 

  A three-level scale was developed to classify approaches to shore zone property 

management (see Table 1 below). Property conditions that pre-dated interviewee ownership were 

not considered. 

Table 1 
 
Property Management Classifications 
 

 
Classifying Ecological Knowledge Levels 
 
  The second assumption in this research was that higher levels of ecological knowledge 

are positively correlated to more natural property management. To facilitate testing of this 

assumption, a four-level ecological knowledge scale was developed that classifies interviewees 

according to their demonstrated knowledge of ecology, including fisheries (see Table 2 below). 

(One interviewee did not offer any insight into her ecological knowledge level, and because she 

Property Management 
Classification 

Criteria 

PM1: Natural No dock used, no beach grooming, natural vegetation management. 
PM2: Semi-natural Wharf or rolling/floating dock and/or driftwood burning and/or “moving a few 

rocks” mentioned 
PM3: Groomed Beach grooming, and/or permanent works below high water mark 
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was not specifically asked about ecology, she was not included in this analysis segment.) Each 

rating class cohort was examined against specific property management activities and 

approaches, as gleaned from participant observation and/or participant reporting. 

Table 2 
 
Ecological Knowledge Level Classifications 
 
Ecological Knowledge 
Level 

Criteria 

Low Mention species types (“birds, fish”) and/or specific species (“osprey, 
kokanee”)  

Medium Mention non-fish species behaviors and/or mention lake fertilization 
program and/or mention fishery dynamics 

High Mention non-fish species habitat and/or shore zone as providing 
habitat for fish 

Very High Mention ecosystem trends and/or dynamics and/or ecosystem 
processes 

 

All landowner interviews were imported into the software application NVivo for Mac 

(beta) and the coding framework was set up in the software. The interviews were then coded in 

NVivo. A table of attributes, referred to in NVivo as a classification sheet, was set up, but as 

analysis progressed I found it easier to export the data from the classification sheet to an Excel 

spreadsheet. I then used the Excel sheet to track interviewee attributes as well as property 

management practices, and classification of ecological knowledge levels and relative naturalness 

of property management approaches.  

  Patterns of relationship among attributes and classifications form the backbone of the 

analysis. Factors that may influence these patterns were then explored through investigation of 

interviewee attitudes as illuminated in the three domains of sense of place. 

Results 

Shore Zone Property Management Practices Reported and/or Observed  

  Property management activities reported (by interviewees) and/or observed (by the 

author) in the shore zone included the use of both rolling and floating docks, construction of 
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access stairs, burning of driftwood, and beach grooming activities (referred to by interviewees as 

beach cleaning or “moving rocks around”). One interviewee reported having installed a boat 

railway. Another reported building a permanent storage shed on pilings below the high-water 

mark. A third reported “cutting weeds” in the littoral zone once a year. Permanent docks 

(referred to as “wharfs”) were also present at five properties, all of them in the West Arm.  

  In no instance did I observe the new or recent construction of groynes or jetties 

(universally referred to by interviewees as “breakwaters”) during interviews. Breakwaters were 

either present when the property was purchased, or, in the case of multi-generational ownership, 

had been constructed by the current owner’s parents or grandparents.  

  In this thesis, “natural vegetation management” means either actively or passively 

encouraging the growth of natural plants, shrubs and/or trees, pruning back existing vegetation 

(and often burning the resultant waste), and restoration (planting of native species), but not the 

planting of lawns or non-native species. There was only one reported instance of deliberate 

restoration of the shore zone: an interviewee salvaged native vegetation from an adjacent 

property during construction and replanted it above the high water mark on their own property.  

  In British Columbia landowners can apply to the Surveyor General to gain ownership of 

land accreted to their properties (gradually accumulated from natural causes). On Kootenay 

Lake, landowners can apply to legally own the land below the high-water mark that existed 

before the construction of the dams on the Columbia River system, which can be several feet 

higher than the current high-water mark. These new strips of land are commonly referred to as 

accretions, and have been controversial since they can alter permissible activities on a property, 

including allowing for larger homes and for septic fields closer to the lake. Two interviewees 

reported having accretions, and one reported intention to apply for an accretion. 
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Patterns of Relationship Among Attributes and Classifications 

  The master table below cross-references property management classifications with 

interviewee attributes, including their assigned level of ecological knowledge, creating project 

management classification cohort profiles.  

Table 3 
 
Property Management Classification Cohort Attribute Profiles 
 
 PM1 Natural (eight in 

cohort) 
PM2 Semi-natural (11 in 
cohort) 

PM3 Groomed (five in 
cohort) 

Ecological Knowledge Five of eight classified 
“very high”  

Broadly distributed: one 
“low”, four “medium”, 
three “high”, three “very 
high”, one “unknown” 

One “low”, one 
“medium”, three “very 
high” 

Lake Section Four East Shore, four 
West Arm 

Six East Shore, four 
West Arm, one North 
Arm 

Two East Shore, two 
West Arm, one North 
Arm 

Age Six of eight in their 
fifties or younger 

Four of 11 in fifties, 
seven of 11 in sixties 

All in 60s (five of five) 

Profession (fields) Education, natural 
resource consulting, 
non-profit organization  

Real estate, local 
government, protective 
services, sports, 
business 
administration/ownership, 
education, engineering, 
nursing 

Medical/dental, 
engineering, real 
estate, nursing, civil 
service 

Retired Four of eight Four of 11 Five of five 
Generation on the 
lake 

Five of eight are first 
generation 

Four first generation, four 
second generation, one 
third generation, two 
fourth generation 

Two first generation, 
two second 
generation, one third 
generation 

Residential 
seasonality  

Three seasonal, five 
full-time 

Seven seasonal, four full-
time 

All full-time 

Gender Five female, two 
male, one couple 

One female, six male, 
four couples 

Two male, three 
couples 

Years at property 
(options: 1-5, 6-15, 
16-30, 31-50, 51+) 

Full range  Full range, with seven 
16-30 years 

6 – 50 

Motorized recreation? Seven no, one yes One no, ten yes Five yes 
Legacy property? Three of eight Four of ten One of five 
 

  The PM1 “natural” cohort has a high proportion of members (five of eight) whose 

ecological knowledge level is classified as “very high.” Members of this cohort tended to be 

younger (<60), and to work in fields that provide middle-class incomes. This cohort also has a 
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higher percentage of first-generation landowners, and a larger proportion of female interviewees, 

including all three of the single females interviewed (see Table 5 for a comparison of property 

management classification and gender, and Table 6 for a comparison of ecological knowledge 

and gender). Additionally, almost all interviewees who report engaging only in non-motorized 

recreation (seven of eight) are found in this cohort. 

  The PM3 “groomed” cohort consists entirely of retired, full-time residents older than 60, 

who come mostly from upper-middle class professions. Interestingly, ecological knowledge here 

is also quite high, with three of five interviewees classed as “very high.” All members of this 

cohort engage in some form of motorized recreation. 

  The PM2 “semi-natural” cohort is, perhaps predictably, a “mixed bag”, with attributes 

distributed across values; a sort of “middle ground.” Almost all (10 of 11) engage in motorized 

recreation. 

First Assumption: Property Management and Sense of Place 

  As described earlier, this assumption became the sense-making lens that informed the 

structure of the coding framework. While the qualitative nature of grounded theory does not lend 

itself to measuring whether sense of place is weak or strong, as framed in the initial assumption, 

I believe that using this coding framework enabled a rich description of interviewees’ attitudes to 

property management and also to questions of lake governance, stewardship, and sustainability.  

Second Assumption: Property Management and Ecological Knowledge 

  The second assumption of this research was that higher levels of ecological knowledge 

are positively correlated to more natural property management. As noted above, the larger 

proportion of interviewees with “very high” ecological knowledge found in the PM1 “natural” 
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category appears to support this assumption. For greater clarity, property management practices 

found within each ecological knowledge classification are discussed below. 

Interviewees with “low” ecological knowledge. 

  Four of 21 interviewees were assigned an ecological knowledge level of “low.” While 

they identified at least one species or species class, they did not offer any knowledge about 

species dynamics, habitat or ecosystems. Of these, two of the interviewees in this cohort have 

made no modifications to their shore zones and are therefore considered “natural.” One property 

is steep and rocky; the other has a small sandy bay with a pre-existing breakwater. The third 

interviewee in this cohort, also on a very steep and rocky site, has installed a series of stairs and 

landings that access the lake and has a floating dock; their approach is considered “semi-

natural”. The fourth interviewee in this cohort has a “groomed” property with a sandy beach, a 

strip of lawn above the beach backed by a retaining wall, and pre-existing rock jetties to the east 

and west. This interviewee, who has also acquired an accretion, mentioned raking the beach, and 

moving rocks both manually and with a small tractor. This interviewee reported being fined for 

tractor use on the beach, the only interviewee in this study to report being the subject of 

enforcement action. 

  A “low” level of ecological knowledge is therefore correlated with a less natural 

approach to property management in the fourth case. It is likely that for the first three cases, 

other factors (the nature of the property, and seasonality of use) are stronger drivers of property 

management approaches.  

Interviewees with “medium” ecological knowledge. 

  Six interviewees were assigned an ecological knowledge level of “medium.” Of these, 

one interviewee was considered to have a “natural” approach: they reported “cutting weeds” in 
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the shallows each spring, and burning driftwood; they have a pre-existing breakwater, and no 

dock. Three interviewees were considered to take a “semi-natural” approach: all three have 

docks (one permanent), two reported burning driftwood, and one plans to “shuffle some rocks 

around to get down to smaller rocks and sand.” One interviewee was difficult to rank in terms of 

approach: during their interview they reported making few changes to their property save for a 

floating dock, but a subsequent observation revealed their property to have a retaining wall, a 

sandy beach and a lawn; however as they inherited the property it is not possible to know which 

activities pre-existed their ownership. Finally, one interviewee in this cohort takes a “groomed” 

approach: they have installed a boat railway, use a rolling dock, have “moved lots of rock”, and 

reported using machinery on the beach including a “cat” (presumably a backhoe or grader), a 

“rubber-tired excavator” used to “move a few big rocks” and a metal tracked excavator used to 

install the boat railway; they also plan to seek an accretion.  

  A “medium” level of ecological knowledge can therefore be correlated to less natural 

property management, in that only one of six interviewees in this cohort is considered to take a 

“natural” approach. As well, four of these six interviewees are positively oriented toward beach 

grooming: one reported actually doing this activity, one is considered likely to have done so, one 

plans to, and one discussed beach grooming in a positive manner, not on their own property due 

to its steep and rocky nature, but on neighboring properties and in general, saying "The attitude 

is, the beach in front of my place, I'll take care of it my way” (Interviewee L).  

Interviewees with “high” ecological knowledge.  

  Those with a “high” level of ecological knowledge spoke about the shore zone as habitat, 

but did not speak of ecosystem-level interactions. Only two interviewees, both full-time residents 

with “semi-natural” properties on the West Arm, were assigned to this cohort. Both have 
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permanent wharfs. One interviewee in this cohort specifically discussed the habitat role of rocks, 

and how their understanding of this has changed: 

“We can't get rid of all the rock on the beaches…we need it there for laying eggs, all of 

those types of things…But I didn't really think about it until I moved here, I thought, let's 

scrape all that rock so we can have beach, so we can play. But you have to be careful 

where that is done and where it's not done.” (Interviewee O)  

  The second noted that the sand on their beach “comes naturally from the creek.” Based 

on participant reporting, it appears that a “high” level of ecological knowledge is correlated with 

a neutral or (more likely) negative attitude to beach grooming. Further correlations of shore zone 

activities with this level of ecological knowledge cannot be confirmed.  

Interviewees with “very high” ecological knowledge.  

  About half of those interviewed (11 of 21 interviewees) were assigned an ecological 

knowledge level of “very high”, by virtue of them demonstrating some level of understanding of 

ecological processes, trends or dynamics. This was a very interesting cohort in terms of 

dissonance between ecological knowledge and property management activities. Five of the 11 in 

this cohort have “natural” properties, three have “semi-natural” properties, and three have 

“groomed” properties. One interviewee in the “groomed” cohort has a property that is mostly 

steep and rocky, but has done some beach grooming to create a landing for non-motorized 

watercraft. Another is planning a boat railway and boathouse. The third has a permanent wharf, 

has an accretion, and reported building a shed below the high water mark.  

Third Assumption: Seasonality and Property Management 

  The third assumption of this research was that shoreline landowners who are full-time 

residents (those spending six or more months per year at their properties) are more likely to 
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engage in more natural property management than are seasonal residents (those spending fewer 

than six months per year at their properties). Cross-referencing seasonality and property 

management appears to disprove this assumption, since all five interviewees with “groomed” 

properties are full-time residents, retired to the lake. In the “semi-natural” cohort there are seven 

seasonal and four full-time residents, and in the “natural” cohort there are three seasonal and five 

full-time residents; this relatively even distribution makes it impossible to distinguish any further 

pattern here.  

Fourth Assumption: Personal History and Property Management 

  The fourth initial research assumption was that shoreline landowners with longer 

personal histories on the lake (i.e. those who did not first come to the lake as adults) are more 

likely to manage their properties more naturally than are first-generation landowners. This 

assumption was also disproved, particularly since five of the eight interviewees considering to be 

taking a “natural” approach are first generation. A pattern was detected, however, that links 

property management approaches to the influence of previous generations in the case of  “legacy 

properties”, where the tendency is to follow the lead of one’s ancestors and not make drastic 

changes to the property. 

Table 4 
 
Property Management Classification and Generation on the Lake 
 
 PM1 Natural PM2 Semi-natural PM3 Groomed 
Generation 1 5 4 2 
Generation 2 1 4 2 
Generations 3 and 4 2 3 1 
 

Emergent Patterns: Gender, Activities, Age and Profession 

  An interesting emergent finding from building the property management classification 

cohort profiles was the preponderance of female interviewees in the “natural” cohort: five of 
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eight. Of the six females who were interviewed alone (i.e. not in conjunction with their male 

spouse), five were in the “natural” cohort, one in the “semi-natural” cohort, and none in the 

“groomed” cohort. Of the four single females interviewed, three are in the “natural” cohort, one 

in the “semi-natural” cohort, and none in the “groomed” cohort.  

 
Table 5 
 
Property Management Classification and Gender 
 
 PM1 Natural PM2 Semi-natural PM3 Groomed 
Female (coupled) 5 (2) 1 (0) 0 (0) 
Male (coupled) 2 (2) 6 (6) 2 (2) 
Couple 1 4 3 
 

  Since “natural” property management was earlier shown to correlate to “very high” 

ecological knowledge, an inquiry was made into correlation between gender and ecological 

knowledge. The largest segment turned out to be females, 67% of whom were considered to have 

“very high” ecological knowledge (compared to 46% “very high” across the entire sample). The 

next-largest segments were males with 40% “medium” and 40% “very high” ecological 

knowledge, followed by couples, 38% of who have “very high” ecological knowledge. 

Table 6 
 
Ecological Knowledge and Gender 
 
 Low Medium High Very High Unranked 
Female 1 (17%) 0 0 4 (67%) 1 (17%) 
Male 1 (10%) 4 (40%) 1 (10%) 4 (40%) 0 
Couple 2 (25%) 2 (25%) 1 (13%) 3 (38%) 0 
Total 4 (17%) 6 (25%) 2 (8%) 11 (46%) 1 (4%) 
 

  Another clear correlation was found between motorized recreation (watersports and/or 

touring) and property management: of the eight interviewees considered to have “natural” 

properties, seven do not engage in motorized activities; of the eight interviewees not reporting 
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motorized use, seven are considered to have “natural properties.” Non-motorized activities are 

also strongly correlated to ecological knowledge, with six of the eight interviewees in the non-

motorized cohort having “very high” ecological knowledge. Gender is also correlated, with five 

of the eight interviewees in the non-motorized cohort being female. Age may also play a role, 

with all three of the males in the non-motorized cohort being younger than 60. 

  Another emergent finding was the correlation between property management 

classification and age. All interviewees with “groomed” properties are in their sixties and older, 

whereas six of the eight interviewees with “natural” properties are in their fifties or younger. The 

“semi-natural” cohort is again a mix, with four of 11 younger than 60, and seven of 11 aged 60 

or older. 

  Finally, a clear correlation was found between profession and property management 

approach, with almost all interviewees in the “groomed” cohort retired from higher-income 

professions, and those in the “natural” cohort either retired from, or still working in, more 

middle-class professions. 

Discussion 

  Insights into the attitudes that may influence the patterns above can be inferred from 

inquiring into interviewees’ coded responses. Several themes emerged from this inquiry, 

including: high levels of place satisfaction; the roles of childhood memory and family in place 

identity; attitudes toward economic development; perceptions of and feelings about change, 

change drivers and the pace of change; attitudes towards regulation, law and governance; and 

low levels of social capital and knowledge of First Nations. 
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The Affective Domain: Emotions and Memories 

  The affective domain is linked to place attachment and satisfaction and defined in this 

thesis as having positive feelings towards one’s property and the larger setting (Jorgensen & 

Stedman, 2005, p.317). Answers to the question “how do you feel about the lake?” were 

included in this category, as well as any mentions of feelings, emotions, memories and/or stories. 

  Seventeen interviewees used the word “love” in referring to the lake, an attribute of the 

lake, or an activity they do at the lake. Perhaps this was most clearly said by Interviewee D: “I 

love the lake, it's beautiful, and the environment I live in, it's lovely, what a gift.” 

  The peace and tranquility of the lake was mentioned by 15 interviewees; 12 interviewees 

specifically talked about how being at the lake provides them with a sense of refuge, especially 

from busy city life. Interviewee H said: “I feel some kind of connection here, it's a grounding 

place for me, it's tranquil, you can leave the city behind and lead a quieter existence.” From 

Interviewee I: “Just this peacefulness of looking out over this water…even if the wind was 

blowing or the waves were coming in, it's the peace of the water, we're perched up here almost 

like eagles, sort of a world apart.” 

  For those interviewees who are second, third or fourth generation on the lake, childhood 

memories inform their feelings about the lake. Interviewee B talked about the intergenerational 

nature of those memories: “It definitely reminds me of exactly what we did as kids here, explore, 

make games up, play, be on the water, and do lots of fun things.” For Interviewee F, those 

memories have a magical quality: “My mother would say you can go to the lake for an hour, 

we'd be gone for three or four hours and come back and go ‘is an hour up yet?’ Time magically 

disappeared.” 
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  Five interviewees used words like spiritual, meditative, and sacred when describing their 

feelings about the lake. Interviewee E, who got married on the lakeshore, sees the lake as “a 

sacred place.” Interviewee H again: “A lot of people just look at it and they see the beauty of it, 

but for me it's a little bit more a spiritual connection that I feel.”  

  Respondents across property management categories mentioned loving the lake and 

appreciating the peace and sense of refuge. However, when deeper feelings are considered, 

including spiritual connection and place identity, a weaker pattern emerges, with two of five such 

interviewees taking a natural approach to managing their property, and three taking a semi-

natural approach.  

  Memory and sense of place -- in particular place identity – were strongly linked for 

interviewees who grew up on the lake. 

“I feel as if my whole sense of identity is intertwined with the lake. I have a very spiritual 

relationship with it. All of my memories are based on living by the lake, and in the lake, 

and of the lake. So I have an ecological identity that's based on the lake itself, I feel like I 

have a very strong connection to it. I care for it really deeply, and I think I'm worried 

about it, on a kind of constant basis, that it's going to be okay, and healthy and strong…” 

(Interviewee F) 

“My perspective is that you really get a sense of what the aboriginal connection to land is 

when you have that multi-generational connection that I have to this place. It's only just 

over 100 years, which is a tiny little piece of sand on the beach, in terms of time, but if 

your ancestors have been in a place for 10,000 years, what would that feel like? And then 

to see some of the changes, and when people disrespect a place that you feel that 
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connected to, you definitely feel disrespected. You develop a really protective feeling 

about a place when you have that sense of connection.” (Interviewee E) 

  In four interviewees those childhood memories are strongly linked to the sense of the 

shoreline property as a family legacy, something to pass on to their children and grandchildren. 

“You can imagine, all those special childhood memories…In this part of the world not a 

lot of people have a place that has family roots that go back three generations. Because 

we move a lot, right? So it's important for me to be able to come back and maintain that, 

have my children have that same connection.” (Interviewee J) 

  For some interviewees memories helped them put ecological change into a larger 

temporal context.  

“There is just not as many creepy crawlies along the water’s edge that I remembered as a 

kid, because I just played in the mud, and put things in aquariums and all that stuff, but it 

is just not there anymore.” (Interviewee U) 

“The one thing that I think about a lot, is that when I was young most of the people that 

came were for fishing, and most from the United States, and there was a huge [lingcod 

fishery], right at the mouth of the lake there…just jammed with boats…and I remember 

them coming in from fishing just full of fish, I don't think there were any limits at that 

time, and they fished it out, they're not there anymore…That's what they used to do, and 

now it's completely different. That one really really strikes me.” (Interviewee G) 

Affective factors influencing property management. 

  On Kootenay Lake, people feel overwhelmingly positive about their properties and the 

lake itself, which offers them a sense of peace and an escape from busy lives elsewhere, as well 

as stunning visual beauty. People truly love the lake.  
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  Memory and story are intrinsically linked concepts: story is how memories are shared, 

and given meaning. Interviewee G’s story of the collapse of the lingcod fishery has certainly 

been told to her children, and perhaps her grandchildren. 

  But memory can play tricks, too. Interviewees tended to measure change based on their 

first memories of the lake, rather than seeing the lake in a larger temporal context. Fisheries 

scientist Daniel Pauly coined the term “shifting baseline syndrome” in 1995, describing the 

phenomenon of each generation of fisheries scientists using the conditions encountered at the 

beginning of their careers as the baseline for measuring change. Author J. B. MacKinnon, in The 

Once and Future World, describes shifting baseline syndrome as a “long-term pattern of 

amnesia” that has since been found in people and places worldwide (MacKinnon, 2013, p. 19). 

Interviewee R’s comment illustrates this: “I haven’t noticed docks so much, I mean next door has 

a dock that they just put in I think, a new dock, but there’s always been one there…the people 

who were there in the fifties had a dock.” The incremental nature of change, especially in the 

absence of easily available, simply presented data that illustrates important long-term trends, 

may tend to jeopardize conservation efforts (Leather & Quicke, 2009, p. 1). As MacKinnon 

concludes: “Memory conspires against nature” (MacKinnon, 2013, p. 21). Interviewee F 

recognizes this danger: 

“[Someone] was here camping the other day, and he said it's so beautiful and pristine, and 

I said no, you're looking at a destroyed ecology that's slowly rebuilding… it really 

irritates me that people don't pay attention to the history of what's gone on here, and all 

the environmental changes that have gone on, which are quite ferocious…there's not a lot 

of sense of the lake over time and through time.” (Interviewee F)  
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The Behavioral Domain: What People Do 

  The behavioral domain is linked to place dependence and considered in environmental 

psychology to concern “the extent to which a place facilitates the achievement of important 

behavioral goals” (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2005, p. 317). In this thesis, then, place dependence is 

about interviewees’ properties and the lake itself enabling them to do the things they want to do. 

Included in this category are two sub-categories: Activities and Property Management. These 

categories were straightforward and therefore simple to use during intermediate coding, and also 

correlate to the two kinds of behaviors sometimes described in attitude theory: consummatory 

(behaviors that are motivated primarily by emotion and performed for their own enjoyment or 

interest) and instrumental (behaviors that are a means to an end, and are primarily driven by 

cognition) (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2005, p. 317). While rolling out a dock may be enjoyable in 

the moment, it is primarily done to allow for easier boat launching, and to provide a place to 

“hang out”: instrumental. Swimming, paddling, motorized water sports and other such activities 

are recreational (and often enabled by instrumental behaviors): consummatory.   

  The most popular activities specifically mentioned were swimming (mentioned by 18 

interviewees), hanging out at the beach or on the dock (16 interviewees), non-motorized 

watersports such as kayaking and canoeing (15 interviewees), and fishing (14 interviewees, four 

of whom specifically talked about taking kids fishing). Motorized watersports (e.g. waterskiing, 

wakeboarding) were mentioned by 13 interviewees, and motorized touring by 10. Eight 

interviewees when asked what they like to do at the lake responded that they like to look at it. 

Six interviewees mentioned hosting guests/visitors; there is likely some overlap here with family 

gatherings, discussed below. 
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  Of the eight interviewees whose properties are ranked as “natural”, only two mentioned 

using a motorboat, and neither of them for motorized watersports. Of the 11 interviewees with 

“semi-natural” properties, ten mentioned motorized touring and/or motorized watersports. Of the 

five interviewees with “groomed” properties, all mentioned motorized touring and/or motorized 

watersports. 

  Property management behaviors were discussed at the beginning of this section. 

Behavioral factors influencing property management. 

  Instrumental behaviors such as the installation of docks, railways and boathouses are 

usually conducted to enable consummatory behaviors such as being able to easily access boats, 

especially larger motorized craft that are not easily pulled up on a beach. Beach grooming is 

conducted to facilitate enjoyment of a sandy beach. The cognitive informs behavior in service to 

the affective: property management is about accessing the shoreline and making that experience 

as comfortable and simple as possible, so one can conduct consummatory activities with ease. As 

seen above, where relatively little motorized recreational activity is taking place, property 

management tends to the “natural”, whereas in the “groomed” cohort, all interviewees reported 

motorized activities. In another example, an interviewee whose property is considered 

“groomed” discussed the value of removing rocks from the beach as removing hazards for 

children and elders.  

The Cognitive Domain: Beliefs, Values, Attitudes and Perceptions 

  The cognitive domain is linked to place identity and defined in this thesis as place-

specific beliefs (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2005, p. 317). The cognitive domain was broken 

originally down into two categories, one being “beliefs/values/attitudes” and the other 
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“perceptions”; however this proved unnecessarily cumbersome during analysis, with multiple 

overlaps, and the two categories were re-merged.  

  Subcategories included Changes and Change Drivers, Community, Comparisons to Other 

Lakes, Development, Ecological Knowledge, Economy, Education, Family and History, First 

Nations Knowledge, Fisheries Knowledge, Future, Lake Activity Levels, Law and Governance, 

Pace of Change, Regulation, Stewardship, Sustainability, and Water Quality. Data from the 

Ecological Knowledge and Fisheries Knowledge subcategories was used to derive and populate 

the ecological knowledge classification above. Data from various subcategories informs each of 

the key theme areas discussed below.  

Cognitive factors influencing property management. 

Community and access. 

  Community includes how people relate to their neighbors and to the broader community, 

attitudes toward public access, and instances of seeing the lake as a commons. While most 

people know their immediate neighbors, and socialize with them as they prefer, some seasonal 

residents felt that the relatively short time they spend at their properties can limit social 

interaction: “We’re not here long enough to really get a sense of community, I think if I was out 

here the entire summer, or three or four months, obviously we would…get to know more people” 

(Interviewee A). Only one interviewee saw any issues with this: 

“I don’t think we do enough for that community, I think we come in, we swoop down in 

the summer, we try and spend as much money as we possibly can, buy local as much as 

we can, but we don’t really do very much to contribute to the life of the community…we 

are somewhat insular.” (Interviewee S) 
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  For some seasonal residents, this is a conscious choice: “I haven't really made an effort to 

try to be a local. I don't need to know everybody's [business]....” (Interviewee J). Interviewee I 

echoed this: “I'm quite involved in [my primary home town] with different things, so I don't need 

to double up here.” But once people are retired, things change: newly retired Interviewee V said, 

“Now we’re here more so we are getting more involved in the community and…each year we’ll 

try to expand some of the stuff that we do and get more involved.” Full-time resident, and retiree, 

Interviewee Q said, “We know a number of people who retired out here, so it is a pretty active 

social life, lots of people to have dinner with.”  

  Two seasonal interviewees mentioned the social behaviors of their children: “We know 

probably about half of our neighbors, at some level, a lot of it through the kids…we enjoy that 

too, it’s a nice little community, our kids have lots of fun” (Interviewee B). 

  Two interviewees also discussed neighborhood relations in terms of people keeping an 

eye on properties when owners are away, and otherwise “pitching in and helping out” 

(Interviewee G), as well as some peer management: “If something doesn't seem to be done quite 

right quite often it's brought to that person's attention…everybody has a stake in it, and wants to 

be able to pass it on to the next generation” (Interviewee G).  

  Interviewees with longer histories in the area tend to have deeper community roots, even 

if they are only at the property seasonally. But knowing the neighbors doesn’t necessarily 

translate to a sense of community or social capital:  

“We’ve known [the neighbors] for, you know, 50 years I guess…but it doesn’t function 

like…a little community here, I don’t think. We don’t spend time. We don’t have 

community events or anything…even my brother who lives here full-time, I don’t think 

he socializes with people in his neighborhood at all.” (Interviewee R). 
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  One interviewee on the East Shore felt that newer residents were in some cases more 

respectful of nature: “Most of the people are like us who came from the cities, and some of them 

are full time and some are seasonal, and because they've come into the area in modern times, let's 

put it that way, they respect nature” (Interviewee K). An interviewee on the West Arm, which 

has seen rapid development in the last 15 years, had a very different perspective:  

“When people come and they just kind of take over and build monster houses and want to 

sort of control it and affect other people’s lifestyle then I think it’s really a problem and I 

see that, so that’s an issue” (Interviewee R). 

  In two cases interviewees’ properties are located on large West Arm beaches fronted on 

by multiple landowners. In one case, the interviewee and their neighbors had agreed to remove 

the rocks that had been historically placed to demarcate property lines on the beach, seeing them 

as “physical and confrontational barriers”, and their removal as making the shoreline “open to 

everyone now, not divided.” However, this same interviewee saw broader public access as a 

problem when it came to people “squatting” (camping) on the beaches, citing increased noise, 

debris, and fire risk as concerns. In the second case, a more recently arrived neighbor to the 

shared beach – a popular public swimming area – had applied a few months before the interview 

for a permit to build a large wharf across the beach, galvanizing a community-based social media 

campaign opposing the application.1  

  Concerns about public access were mentioned by 13 interviewees, nine of whom live on 

the West Arm. One interviewee linked increasing “gentrification” in her West Arm 

neighborhood to both ecological loss and decreased public access: 

                                                
1 The outcry prompted the Regional District of Central Kootenay to apply to have the beach designated a park below 
the high-water mark (Hamilton, 2014) and the wharf proponent to submit an amended application that was 
ultimately not approved (Province of British Columbia, n.d.). 
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“A lot of people want to throw out a wharf, a dock, that changes the shoreline. And then 

if…the people want a sandy beach, they'll construct some rock retaining walls to change 

the water flow and so on, and excavate or try to hollow out a shallow, a small bay in front 

of their property, and that gives a bit of a beach...That sure changes the environment…I 

think about how the waterfront below the water line is public property, you can walk 

along, and it makes it a lot more difficult to walk along than it used to be....And there's a 

lot of animals around here, and bird life, and the beach [access] for humans and for 

animals is not as easy by any means as it used to be…In that bay, when I was first 

here…you could see all the freshwater mussels, you can't see them anymore, they're 

gone. And down here there are a number of large houses that were built, and I used to 

walk up and down here and it's got more difficult because of people building things. One 

day when I went down there was a lovely sandy spot with rocks and there was a turtle 

digging, laying her eggs. And then within a year or two all that probably was changed 

and houses built and there goes another nesting spot, for that creature.” (Interviewee D) 

  Public access was also linked to seeing the lakeshore as a commons, and to a sense of 

“entitlement” on the part of more recent arrivals:  

“That's the thing, people really wanting to own the shore, and it's commons, up to the 

high water mark. There [are] so few places people can go, in terms of public beach, I 

think probably the trend is to try to choke those places off. I don't understand that 

mentality, it's embarrassing to me that people are like that…our family always viewed it 

as common space” (Interviewee E).  

  Others predict more issues in the future: “Gradually I think all of these little cabins will 

probably come down and be permanent homes… and then there’ll be a little more fighting 



SHORELINE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT ON KOOTENAY LAKE, BC 
 

   

around public access” (Interviewee R). Interviewee W saw public access as an important issue 

for future management planning, given that people around the lake have knowingly or 

unknowingly built over existing public access points: including himself!  

Development, economy and the future. 

  The future that interviewees envision for the lake is strongly tied to their beliefs about the 

pace of development, with most people on the East Shore and North Arm foreseeing continuing 

but relatively slow development, and those on the West Arm foreseeing more rapid development. 

Other key drivers mentioned were the management of lake levels (and in particular the influence 

of US interests), and the impacts of climate change. “Because the population density is so low…I 

don't see a lot of potential negative impacts from human development as much as the basic 

regulation of the water flows…interacting with whatever climate change impacts we're going to 

see” (Interviewee M). Only one interviewee mentioned the Official Community Plan for their 

area, seeing it as a positive controlling influence on future development.  

  In terms of the current and future economy, tourism was mentioned most frequently (by 

11 interviewees), with a few mentions of commercial development (mostly by those who would 

like to see it limited). An unexpected theme that emerged was the lack of marinas selling boat 

gas on the lake, with six people mentioning this as a problem. Two interviewees also saw clean 

energy development as a potential growth sector on the lake.  

  Interviewee A, himself a developer, echoed the feelings of eight interviewees, saying, "I 

wouldn’t want to see really large development anywhere. Again I’m not against land 

development, people enjoying their property. I don’t foresee this lake changing a whole lot; I 

think it’s too remote for any kind of big development.” Interviewee I said: 
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“I just wouldn't want to see like a big condominium development, golf course right on the 

shore or something like that, let's keep this just as natural as we possibly can…People 

that I know, they're pretty much on the same page, they don't want to see a ton of 

development, they want to maintain the quietness, the peacefulness of it.” (Interviewee I) 

  Interviewee J (and others) saw the need for balanced development, but again raised the 

specter of more developed lakes.  

“We don't want the community to disappear, so there needs to be work for people as well. 

Which means there has to be some kind of development. I just don't want a hotel on the 

beach…Selfish of me…My nightmare is 15 families coming and going in the same place, 

what you see in Osoyoos and places like that.” (Interviewee J) 

  A few interviewees mentioned the dangerous nature of the lake as limiting tourism and 

development: “I don’t imagine it will ever be like a Christina Lake. It’s too harsh an 

environment. It’s a dangerous lake for boats, and for kayaks and stuff…that wind can come up in 

no time” (Interviewee I). Another interviewee expressed concerns about the fluctuation of water 

levels as influencing the development of individual properties. They also saw the lake’s 

undeveloped nature as it’s key value: “It's the not development, that's the valuable part” 

(Interviewee K). 

  Interviewee M sees a balanced approach: “I actually have confidence in some of the 

current regulations, that if people are going to build major developments there's also going to be 

some compensating, green space or habitat enhancement or that kind of thing” but cautions that 

“the main thing is educating the contractors that are doing the work, because it was at a time easy 

to find people to do illegal stuff for you.” Interviewee N sees development as driven by culture:  
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“I don't see a huge risk in over-development of this lake, or over-population. Most sane 

development follows the people who want to come and have services provided for them. 

As for the fabric, the majority of people I met through real estate are people who are 

going to come here to paddle or hike or walk, they're not here to turn this into Sylvan 

Lake, it's just not that kind of people.” 

  Interviewee O, a retired business owner, sees development as important for maintaining a 

tax base that can support community diversity:  

“I think there's always debate about whether or not we should be developing shoreline, 

and I think we should, I think it should be done intelligently… Because otherwise 

taxation will just get out of control…All small population areas have that issue, not just 

us. I think it gets compounded when you have a huge lake like we do that's so beautiful 

and pristine because many people want to have a slice of that lifestyle. And it draws 

people from a bunch of different sectors....different places in life. Some people are 

business people and are successful and are retiring, whereas other people are coming with 

families and trying to create a life, and lifestyle for their children. It's difficult for them if 

the prices are too high, so they can't stay, and that's not good for us as a community.” 

  One change that was noted by three interviewees was the increasing popularity of 

Kootenay Lake as a motorcycle destination: good for tourism but very noisy. “It’s been written 

up in motorcycle magazines globally, and its one of the best…people come from all over the 

world…and of course it’s noise, it’s loud” (Interviewee X). 
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Family. 

  For almost all interviewees, the lake is about family – a place for the family to gather in 

the summer, a legacy to pass on to the next generation, a place to remember your childhood, and 

a place for today’s children to build their own memories. 

  For third and fourth generation landowners, settler history forms part of their identity, 

and they see themselves in a historical context: “We have a lot of photographs of previous 

generations, and you see them out doing the same thing that we do, sitting around, going 

swimming” (Interviewee E). “People have been taking a little boat and going across to that beach 

to picnic since the turn of the century…there’s such a history of people using of this lake, 

amazing…the First Nations, long before that” (Interviewee R). This thread extends to future 

generations as well: “We have three little granddaughters, so I hope they're here 100 years from 

now talking to someone else like you! We hope it's a heritage site that continues in the vein it has 

for the last 100 years” (Interviewee L). “I spent my childhood summers here, and our kids spent 

their childhood summers here, and it just goes on” (Interviewee J). 

  Second-generation landowners – people who grew up on the lake – have a strong sense of 

wanting to pass their property on to future generations, which is linked to a desire to protect the 

values of the lake: “We want to protect it as much as possible and we want it for our grandkids” 

(Interviewee V).  

  While first-generation landowners also spoke almost universally of the importance of 

their shoreline properties as family gathering places, three of them also spoke of not being 

confident that the property will stay in the family: “It is…great for the family…they don’t think I 

should ever sell it. But I said yeah, and how do you look after the house from Toronto and 



SHORELINE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT ON KOOTENAY LAKE, BC 
 

   

Vancouver, which they can’t…so it will eventually I’m sure, unfortunately get sold out of the 

family” (Interviewee Q). 

Regulation. 

  Those with “natural” properties were supportive of regulating foreshore development:  

“I would just want there to be regulations that people have to meet. If people are going to 

put out a dock, and I think this is true now, you have to apply, and you get taxed 

accordingly. And if people are going to certainly start building large rock walls into the 

lake, then they have to submit plans, and they have to be approved. I know a lot of people 

wouldn't like that, but I think from the point of view of maintaining the lake in as natural 

a condition as possible…” (Interviewee D) 

  Most felt that sewage regulation was adequate – “I am very happy about the rules and 

regulations with regard to sewage and septic, which are very tight now” (Interviewee I) – but 

some are worried about the impacts of aging septic systems: “I’d like to make sure septic fields 

aren’t contributing to changing the water, and the shorelines. That’s a tough one, there are so 

many old places, leaking I suppose, tanks that have split or weren’t built properly” (Interviewee 

P). Two interviewees also mentioned being concerned about treated sewage discharges from 

lakeside subdivisions: “If you have a house you're required to have a septic tank and approved 

blah blah blah, but if you’re a big subdivision, you just dump "treated sewage" into the lake” 

(Interviewee F). 

  Those with “semi-natural” properties had a mixed attitude to regulation: again there was 

a difference between those on the East Shore and on the West Arm. On the West Arm, people in 

the “semi-natural” cohort were in favor of more regulation of foreshore development: “I’d like to 

see a little better regulation of what people can do along the water, as far as their wharfs and 
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distance and size, not overly controlled but some control over that” (Interviewee W). Some 

distrusted that other people were acquiring the required permits: “I would think that more 

regulation in terms of building on the lake would be really good…I don’t think next door ever 

probably got a permit (for their dock)…” (Interviewee R).  

“We went through it all and we insured that wharf…and have the permit to put the poles 

in. Now these other guys, we’re not sure, but some who we’ve got to know, we said so 

did you have a difficult time with your permit? What permit? Oh the permit for putting 

your wharf in? No, no we didn’t get a permit. Oh okay, well those guys over there are 

pounding steel poles down into the bedrock. That has to affect the spawning, certain 

times of the year…I think it should be controlled and the only way to control it is if they 

had a permit…This is kind of a touchy thing with me that it should be controlled by 

somebody but it’s not.” (Interviewee V) 

  Those on the East Shore saw septic regulation as important, but were less enthusiastic 

about foreshore regulation. Several were clear that they are not fans of regulation. As 

Interviewee H put it: “I'm not a believer that you can regulate common sense…And if you 

regulate you have to enforce, so how do you do that if you have no people to enforce, or budgets. 

It's pointless having regulations that aren't enforceable.” Others saw no need: “Theoretically 

there’s no reason to regulate because there’s no issues” (Interviewee X). Another brought a 

libertarian sensibility: “I'm not a fan of regulation because government almost always gets it 

wrong, almost without exception” but approved of the current regulatory environment: “I think 

it's about right; no regulation is not acceptable, even to us” (Interviewee K).  
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  In the “groomed” cohort West Arm landowners expressed both pro- and anti-regulation 

sentiment. Two East Shore landowners took a “follow-the-rules” stance similar to that taken by 

many in the “semi-natural” cohort, and one North Arm landowner said:  

“A lot of it is wash-down control, the federal government, Ministry of Environment says 

that riparian setbacks should be this, and riparian descriptions should be that, and the 

relativity to fish from riparian has got this relationship that's a standard in Canada, that's 

nothing short of a crock. It's ridiculous. Nothing should be legislated except locally, and 

it should be legislated for the right reasons, to support the right things happening.” 

(Interviewee N) 

  There is therefore a weak relationship between attitudes toward regulation and property 

management, with more “natural” property management being somewhat correlated to more 

acceptance of regulation. Generally, people feel that current regulation is adequate, and that 

although not everybody plays by the rules, things have gotten much better in recent years. There 

is however a faction that is anti-regulation, with five of the 24 interviewees expressing strong to 

mild opposition to regulation, preferring instead to rely on “common sense.” Interestingly, no 

pattern of relationship was found between attitudes to regulation and level of ecological 

knowledge, or geographic location on the lake. In terms of length of personal history on the lake, 

first-generation landowners tend to be more supportive of regulation, with attitudes to regulation 

amongst second, third and fourth generations being mixed. 

  There is a sense of seeing governance as complicated, with multiple agencies and 

jurisdictions: see the governance discussion below.  
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Stewardship and Sustainability 

  Only 12 of the 24 interviewees specifically discussed stewardship. Interviewee A (PM2 

“semi-natural”) offered:  

“As a homeowner on the lake, I think it’s our responsibility, all us owners, to look after 

the lake and maintain the lake and if you see something that’s wrong, do something about 

it, report it…To me that’s what stewardship is, making sure that we all look after the lake 

and the shoreline”.  

  Aspects of neighborliness were also related to stewardship for three interviewees (all with 

“natural” properties): “Taking care of the lake, taking care of the environment. Making sure our 

septic field is good and our road doesn't interfere with things, and we don't leave stuff on the 

beach” (Interviewee J).  

  One interviewee (PM3 “groomed”) mentioned being “very involved with Ducks 

Unlimited and preservation of the Creston Flats” (Interviewee N). Another (PM2 “semi-natural”) 

talked about “continually cleaning the beach” including the public access next door, and told a 

story about organizing a work crew to clean up a rotten dock. Interviewee S (PM1 “natural”) 

mentioned using “environmental friendly cleaning supplies.” Two interviewees (PM2 “semi-

natural and PM3 “groomed”) are involved in the Friends of Kootenay Lake’s water quality 

monitoring program. Interviewees W and V (both PM2) mentioned participating in bird counts. 

  The term “sustainability” did not have a lot of meaning for people. Only two interviewees 

used the term unprompted; Interviewee G said: “You have to wonder about the sustainability of 

(Lake Windermere)” and another discussed being able to eat vegetables from their garden and 

fish from the lake. 

  Interviewee R (PM2) drew a distinction between stewardship and sustainability, saying:  
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“Stewardship, I’d say that everybody who has property along the lake and anybody who 

uses the lake even if they don’t own it has some responsibilities around care and…septic 

I suppose, and also changing the shoreline dramatically…Sustainability, I think probably 

this area at this point, I don’t think there’s any issues with sustainability” (Interviewee R). 

  Only Interviewee U (PM3) discussed sustainability at length: “Sustainability to me is not 

allowing further degradation to occur…to keep it as close to what its ideal state should be.  We 

have fallen back from that.  So I guess one form of sustainability is not letting it get any worse.  

But a better definition to me would be trying to improve its ecological health and improve its 

viability as a resource for all to enjoy.” This same interviewee also saw data gathering as 

important: “There is no sustainability, without knowing what we are trying to sustain. Baselines 

are the key” (Interviewee U). 

Changes and change drivers. 

Lake levels. 

  Lake levels and the timing of their fluctuations was a top-of-mind issue for 19 of 24 

respondents. “Because of the control that they have on the levels, and utilizing it for power, the 

lake seems to be staying higher, longer, into the season, and in…July and August it starts to go 

down quite rapidly” (Interviewee G). Unpredictable lake levels have a direct influence on how 

some people choose to manage their properties.  

“I used to keep my boat at the little marina…for a long time, but then when they started 

playing games with the water you couldn’t get it in there until the third week in July. So, 

that was useless. That is why I put the [railway] in.” (Interviewee Q) 

  One interviewee whose property was flooding in high-water years was forced to make 

shoreline modifications to protect his home, a pattern other interviewees noticed happening to 
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their neighbors along the lake. As an indirect influencing factor, some interviewees may see lake 

levels as trumping their own activities in terms of impact: “The elephant in the room isn't the 

little things that each of us might or might not do, it's the lake level and the timing of it” 

(Interviewee K). Although most concern was for water access and flood prevention, four 

interviewees were also concerned about the ecological impacts of higher water: “I think the main 

issue on the lake is going to be how water levels are regulated. It's not only going to impact my 

beach, it's going to impact habitat all around the lake” (Interviewee M). 

“If the lake is high when some of the weather transitions happen and you get these 

pounding waves coming in, and in here they can be two meters high, it changes 

everything. It reshapes the shoreline, just like that, in a week…it changes the fauna that 

you might expect in the water” (Interviewee K). 

“Without exaggeration, it has dropped as much as a foot in a day or risen a foot in a day. 

What small aquatic life can cope with that?...I think a lot of things get left high and dry or 

get submerged too deep, and then they succumb to other predators that are able to come 

into shore, when their nursery area is disturbed like that.” (Interviewee U) 

  At least 12 interviewees linked fluctuating lake levels to US control, and some expressed 

distrust of US interests: 

“It's my understanding that the Americans have control of both the water coming in, how 

much comes in, and control of how much goes out. I just hope we're not being taken to 

the cleaners on this, I hope that who ever is in charge is doing due diligence and is acting 

in a fiduciary manner of what's best for the people on the lake, that this is not just 

providing Americans with water, that we're taking care of this lake, and the stewardship 

of this lake first.” (Interviewee I) 
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  Some see climate change as impacting lake levels in the future: “In terms of what the 

future holds, with climate change, and water runoff and all that, I'm guessing they're going to 

want to store more water, for longer, and that's going to be the way it is” (Interviewee M). On the 

West Arm, high water was also seen as exacerbating damage from boat wakes. 

Housing. 

  The type and number of homes was the second-most common change noted, with 18 of 

24 commenting on this, including that older houses are being enlarged, houses overall are getting 

larger and more elaborate, and that seasonal cabins are being replaced with large, permanent, in 

many cases multi-million-dollar, houses. Interviewee J summed it up: “There used to be cabins, 

now there's mansions.”  

Watercraft. 

  Changes in the type and number of watercraft were noted by 15 interviewees, including 

more sailboats, more sea-doos (although not yet seen to be at problematic levels), larger 

motorboats, and more kayaks and paddleboards. Some, mostly on the East Shore, felt there are 

slightly fewer motorboats overall (attributed by some to less fishing effort, and by others to 

locals being squeezed off the lake) while some on the West Arm felt there were more.  

Alberta. 

  The increase in landowners from Alberta was mentioned by 12 interviewees, particularly 

on the East Shore, which is closer to Calgary. While many felt that the influence has been strong 

– “It's mostly people from Alberta, and they've bought quite a lot of the lakeshore property, 

which made the price go up” (Interviewee G) – and will get stronger – “People from Calgary, or 

people from Alberta, [the baby boomers] are retiring and the closer you are to Calgary the more 
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expensive the land is” (Interviewee A) – they also feel that the driving distance from Calgary 

will continue to deter more rapid development. 

Relative Isolation.  

  The relative isolation of Kootenay Lake was seen as a change driver by 12 interviewees. 

“For people with the ability to invest in a place on the lake, this is probably one of the more 

difficult places to get to from Calgary or Vancouver” (Interviewee B). In particular eight people 

discussed how Lake Windermere (which is approximately mid-way between Kootenay Lake and 

Calgary) has been highly developed, largely because it is only three hours from Calgary. 

Other Changes and Change Drivers. 

  Nine interviewees mentioned the impacts of logging around the lake, both in terms of 

visual impacts and concerns about sedimentation into the lake from erosion and landslides (this 

concern may have been amplified by a major landslide in July 2012 on the North Arm that killed 

four people, although it was not linked to logging). Seven were concerned about sewage from 

pleasure craft and from the Kootenay Lake Ferry being dumped into the lake. Seven spoke in 

terms of more people and general busyness on the lake, particularly on the West Arm, and two 

specifically mentioned the increased noise on the West Arm.  

  The increase in docks was a concern for seven interviewees, all but one of them on the 

West Arm: “I would say one of the biggest impacts on the foreshore has been docks, I've seen 

four new docks built within walking distance, since we've lived here” (Interviewee M). Five 

interviewees said they felt fishing effort is decreasing. Only four interviewees, all on the West 

Arm, were concerned about the increase in rock jetties (“breakwaters”) being built.  
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Comparisons to other lakes.  

  A strong theme was how Kootenay Lake is different from – and preferable to – other 

more developed lakes (Christina, Okanagan, Shuswap, Windermere and Sylvan were specifically 

mentioned), with 16 interviewees offering variations on this theme. “I hope that doesn't change, 

the ratio of activity on the water, I love it to be there for people to be able to use it, but I hope 

that we don't have those huge volumes of people like they do in the Okanagan and Christina 

Lake that come in and completely overrun it” (Interviewee G). In addition to the aforementioned 

distance from Vancouver and Calgary, interviewees also related lower development levels to the 

relative coldness of Kootenay Lake.  

First Nations knowledge.  

  Knowledge of First Nations and cultural values is almost completely in an historic 

context. For at least four of the 15 interviewees who commented on this topic, their impression 

was that First Nations people had not had permanent settlements on Kootenay Lake, but had 

camped on the lake seasonally. 

“My understanding is that they didn't live here year-round. There is something I've heard 

about the West Arm being a sacred place. In practical reality, maybe it was just that it 

was good hunting year-round, it was good fishing. They would move off and go back up 

to Joseph Prairie and that kind of place in the winter time, when there's better hunting 

over there. There is a thing about they felt it was bad form to live here year-round, I don't 

know if there's any truth to that, or whether it was only seasonal.” (Interviewee E) 

“I do try to learn their history of connection, they say as far as I understand it that they 

came here to hunt and to camp but they didn't live here, because it was cold and 
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rocky...and so the Ktunaxa people themselves camped at the south end of the lake just on 

the benches above the marsh.” (Interviewee F) 

  Three interviewees saw First Nations as having a role in terms of permitting development 

activities. Three interviewees, when asked about the lake’s cultural or First Nation values, used 

the term “issues” in their reply: “I'm not aware that they had any reserve or land issues around 

the lake” (Interviewee H); “I must admit if there are issues here I'm not aware of them” 

(Interviewee I).  

  Four people mentioned finding arrowheads, and four mentioned pictographs. Four used 

First Nations as a reference point for a long-term history of the lake: “I like the fact that I live 

amongst wild things, and I wouldn't want to see that change. But it must have changed, 

inevitably, compared to how it was when the First Nations people were here, changed a lot” 

(Interviewee D).  

  Three interviewees mentioned having worked with First Nations people in Creston. Three 

interviewees used the term “Sinixt”, five used the term “Ktunaxa”, and one used the term 

“Yaqan Nukiy.” Two mentioned tension between Ktunaxa and Sinixt. Only one interviewee 

mentioned having “Indian” friends. 

Law and governance. 

Riparian rights. 

  Almost all interviewees understand that the shore zone is public below their property, 

although there is some variation in understanding as to what rights the public actually has. Most 

believe that the public has the right to do whatever they want on the foreshore, but that people 

are generally respectful: “You don’t find people pulling up on your beach, but if they did there’s 

not much you could say to them” (Interviewee Q). Two (both PM3) see public rights as only 
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extending to access, one saying: “We understand anybody can walk along before your property 

line, but they can’t plant their lawn chairs there – riparian rights say your foreshore is yours to 

use, others can walk through” (Interviewee C) and the other going further, saying: “There’s a lot 

of witchcraft about riparian rights and the rights below the HWM” and that his understanding is 

that the public has the right to walk along the shoreline below the HWM “only for ingress and 

egress to a marine emergency” (Interviewee N). Another interviewee highlighted a lack of 

consistency in official understanding, saying:  

“I keep getting mixed information about that from different places, so I’m at a loss as to 

who runs what when it comes to below the vegetation area. Public yes, I know that folks 

can stay 14 days on public land which I guess would be below the green, I just found that 

out [from] the conservation officer. Yeah, I get different answers from different groups.” 

(Interviewee P) 

  All those who mentioned development in the shore zone were aware that permits are 

needed, and that permanent structures need to be permitted, and are taxed. One interviewee saw 

this taxation as an influencing factor on property development decisions. Some landowners also 

include their surface water rights as a form of riparian right.  

Jurisdiction. 

  More than half of interviewees understand that the regional district plays a role in 

governance. People are generally aware that there are federal, provincial and local 

responsibilities, mentioning Fisheries and Oceans (or a general understanding that “fisheries are 

federal”) and the BC Ministry of Environment most frequently. Two interviewees mentioned the 

Coast Guard, one mentioned Transport Canada, and another knew that “boat licenses are 
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federal.” Federal presence was seen to be lacking, with a few comments about the lack of 

visibility or enforcement effort on the part of what most people refer to as “DFO.” 

Another common thread was the multiplicity of jurisdictions: “The waters are federal, the 

shorelines are provincial…there's no overall overview” (Interviewee E).  

“I don't know if anyone takes direct responsibility, I think everyone has a bit, I think 

there's people who look after fish, and there's people who look after water quality…..I 

think that's part of the problem is the fragmentation…even the governance for the sewage 

is the Ministry of Health covers individual houses but the Ministry of Environment 

covers subdivisions.” (Interviewee F) 

  One interviewee called for simplification, saying regulation should fall to one ministry 

only, and that the regional district shouldn’t be “getting their claws into it” since they are already 

“growing out of control.”  

Management planning. 

  When asked whether they thought Kootenay Lake needs a management plan, responses 

were mixed, but generally tepid. Most agreed that some kind of management plan might be 

useful in the future: “Eventually difficult decisions need to be made on what people can and 

can’t do to try and co-exist…I get it that there needs to be rules, there needs to be some 

management plan to maintain certain things” (Interviewee B). Several saw challenges posed by 

the size of the lake: “I think (a management plan) is a wonderful idea…we should have one and 

probably divide it into various sections here because this is a big lake…(with) different issues 

and different ideas on different parts of the lake” (Interviewee W). Interviewee J would like to 

see land-use planning to limit development: “I would like to see…zoning…I'd like to see some 
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protection so that we can't have multi-family dwellings, condos and hotels and that sort of thing.” 

An interviewee from the North Arm summed up the general feeling:  

“I don't think we'll see it in our lifetime. Maybe our kids might want to be aware of it, and 

stay very knowledgeable about it, because it's being passed on to them. It doesn't seem as 

urgent here because of the size of the lake, and the amount of activity on it is quite vastly 

different (from other lakes) and I think we're fortunate because of that. We've kept things 

okay.” (Interviewee G) 

Water quality. 

  There is a general sense that Kootenay Lake, especially the main lake, is very clean. 

Many interviewees drink the lake water. The cleanliness of the lake is seen as something 

important to preserve. 

“What the lake means to me is number one when somebody says, that’s a cold lake my 

mind says fresh healthy fish…[and] drink the water. We’ve had meals with vegetables 

out of [the] garden and fish out of the water the same day. So that to me is pretty darn 

good. Yeah. So sustainability, that’s basically what it means to me… this is healthy, this 

is heaven, let’s keep it this way.” (Interviewee V) 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

“[A]ttachment and satisfaction exert independent influences on intention to engage in 

place-protective behavior: respondents with higher levels of place attachment and lower 

levels of place satisfaction are more willing to act to counter environmental changes to 

their lake…We are most willing to defend places that are strongly tied to our identity and 

for which we hold negative attitudes (‘important but threatened’).” (Stedman, 2002, p. 

575-576) 
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  My data shows high place satisfaction among Kootenay Lake shoreline landowners: the 

lake is “a happy place” (Interviewee V) of vacationers and retirees, where the cares of the world 

are left behind. Kootenay Lake is seen as quiet, clean and pristine, especially in relation to other, 

more developed lakes. The fishery is seen as recovered or at least recovering, due to the 

fertilization program, and fishing effort, at least among my sample set, appears to be declining 

anyway. Fluctuating water levels are considered to have much more influence on the shoreline 

than anything an individual landowner may do to facilitate shore zone access and enjoyment, 

especially on the main lake. How then to motivate stewardship, and shift social norms, in the 

absence of a strong perception of threat?  

  Part of the answer may lie in appealing to people’s sense of pride in differentiation from 

other lakes, and desire to, as more than half of participants said, “keep it as natural as possible.” 

What, then, is “natural?” As Interviewee C, owner of a groomed property, offered, “there are 

different perspectives on the meaning of ‘natural.’” Even more importantly, what is “possible?” 

How much change are landowners willing to live with, before the limits of acceptability are 

reached?  

  My data shows a wide variation in shoreline landowners’ ecological knowledge, and 

relatively little understanding of the links between property management practices such as breach 

grooming and groyne construction and ecological health (fish populations and the rest of the 

food chain). There is tremendous opportunity to develop a proactive stewardship ethic on 

Kootenay Lake, beginning with strategic communications aimed at educating landowners and 

increasing ecological literacy. Such communication and education, as well as subsequent 

programming to encourage actual stewardship commitments and actions, can be informed by 

theories of social marketing. Barriers to more stewardship-oriented social norms related to 
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seasonality and lack of community engagement can be countered by expanding the range of 

delivery channels to include more face-to-face contact, including through community events, 

social diffusion strategies, and landowner supports including site visits to shoreline properties.  

  A new narrative is needed, a narrative that understands and describes the lake as a 

commons, that places the lake in a larger frame of reference in both space and time, that 

emphasizes the importance of family and legacy in the broadest sense, including all species; a 

narrative that characterizes simple, proactive actions taken today as wise stewardship for 

generations to come. 

Implications for Social Marketing and Communications 

  One of the motivations for pursuing this research was to assist civil society organizations 

and governments in designing effective community-based social marketing (“CBSM”) strategies 

to encourage more natural management of shoreline properties. CBSM is a method of facilitating 

behavior change that draws on social and environmental psychology. Proponents of CBSM 

believe that when people are not engaging in a desired behavior, it is because they are either 

lacking in knowledge, or they perceive significant barriers to engaging in the behavior, and/or 

experience more benefit from not engaging in that behavior (McKenzie-Mohr & Smith, 1999, p. 

2). Further, behavior competes with behavior, and people will “naturally gravitate to actions that 

have high benefits and for which there are few barriers” (McKenzie-Mohr & Smith, 1999, p. 3). 

Effective CBSM programs first identify the barriers to desired “target” behavior, and the benefits 

of undesired “competing” behavior, and then attempt to 1) decrease the barriers to, and/or 

increase the benefits of, the target behavior; and/or 2) increase the barriers to, and/or decrease the 

benefits of, the competing behavior (McKenzie-Mohr & Smith, 1999, p. 5). 
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Barriers and benefits. 

  In the case of seeking more natural shore zone property management, then, we can 

assume first that some people do not know about natural shore zone management, and if they do, 

that they experience barriers to having a more natural shore zone, and/or experience benefits to 

having a less natural shore zone. This is borne out in the research results: there is very little 

understanding among interviewees of the ecosystem dynamics found in the shore zone, and little 

to no understanding of how human activities and property management practices in the shore 

zone, such as beach grooming and the construction of groynes, affect fish at different life stages 

or other ecosystem dynamics. In some cases even where people have received such information, 

they do not believe it. And even if they did believe it, what then would they do about it?  

  Barriers to a more natural shore zone therefore include: lack of knowledge or acceptance 

of information; lack of a perceived “problem”; lack of understanding of how to apply 

knowledge/information to one’s specific property; lack of desire to spend time and/or money 

engaging in restoration activities such as planting more natural vegetation or replacing rocks 

(especially among seasonal residents, for whom time at the lake is limited); and lack of 

willingness to forego comfortable access to the shore zone. Benefits of a more natural shore zone 

include biodiversity for wildlife viewing, clean water, and a general sense of “naturalness.”   

  On the other hand, benefits to more “groomed” approaches include ease of access to 

boats and jet-skis for motorized activities (docks and wharfs), comfortable use of groomed 

beaches and lawns (including for non-motorized boating activities), perceived safety of 

“cleaned” beaches for users (particularly children and elders), and benefits of breakwaters 

(although not specifically discussed by research participants, presumably these benefits include 

sheltering boaters and swimmers from waves and currents). Barriers to groomed approaches, 
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particularly beach grooming and groyne construction, are relatively few: anybody can “move a 

few rocks around” by hand, or hire a tractor for little cost. 

Public education. 

  My data shows the importance of educating landowners on the desirability and benefits 

of more natural property management, as well as the non-desirable aspects of groomed 

approaches. I recommend using a variety of channels such as: 

• Mailing information brochures to shoreline landowners and making them available at 

grocery stores, marinas and on the Kootenay Lake ferry; 

• Amending the signs at the Kootenay Lake ferry landings at Balfour and Kootenay 

Bay, and at other lake access points, to include broader fisheries health information, 

including the role of property management approaches in conserving fish habitat; and 

• Holding community-based events that will attract seasonal residents, such as 

picnics/barbeques and family-oriented presentations and performances. 

  In addition to these indirect information channels, a “Kootenay Lake Ambassadors” 

program should be developed that provides direct stewardship support to landowners in the form 

of site visits, property assessments and naturalization plans, and that publicly recognizes 

achievements (see below). These measures will also help to increase the sense of community, 

reinforce place attachment, and encourage individual agency. 

  Efforts can and should be coordinated among delivery bodies, including both 

governmental and non-governmental sources, and integrated with other existing and 

contemplated programs. For example, all the above channels can also deliver information on 

preventing the spread of invasive aquatic and terrestrial species, and coordinate with programs 

that offer residents free bat houses, and vice-versa.  
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Commitment. 

  CBSM considers commitment an important tool for behavior change: verbal or, better, 

written commitments help establish how people see themselves (i.e. as environmentally 

concerned) and support them in engaging in behaviors that are consistent with that self-image. 

Because people also want others to see them as acting consistently with their beliefs, making 

commitments public, seeking commitments in groups, actively involving the person, and using 

existing points of contact are all guidelines for effective use of commitments (McKenzie-Mohr 

& Smith, 1999, p. 58). In the case of natural shore zones on Kootenay Lake, organizations could 

consider: 

• Using public indications of commitment and achievement (as assessed through the 

“Ambassadors program”) such as driveway signs, T-shirts and hats (these also act as 

visual “prompts” reminding viewers about the issue);  

• Developing community-based leaders who make their own public commitment and 

then provide ongoing support to those who express interest in learning and doing 

more (commitments must be voluntary; coercion does not work); and 

• Utilizing personal stories on social media such as organizational websites. 

Social norms. 

  Social norms are an important aspect of CBSM. On Kootenay Lake there are two key 

barriers to social visibility of property management: the relative lack of neighborhood and 

community involvement by seasonal residents, and the invisibility of most shoreline properties, 

and especially their shore zones, from the highway. Here again the importance of personal 

contact is emphasized in creating social norms and building social capital. The use of 
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community-based “block leaders” and community events for social diffusion are key strategies. 

Visual reinforcements as noted below could also help break down invisibility. 

Communication and messages. 

  In developing communication strategies, organizations should consider the attitudes 

expressed by participants in this research. Two messages stand out: the emphasis on “keeping it 

natural”, and the propensity of shoreline landowners to compare Kootenay Lake favorably with 

other, more developed lakes. Framing messages that reflect these attitudes, such as “keeping it 

natural, keeping it Kootenay” may hit desired chords, playing to a sense of pride and also to pro-

activity. In terms of signs and other visual commitments, consider the education and norming 

value of taglines that reflect desired behaviors, such as “we’re going natural” (commitment) and  

“fish-friendly shoreline” (achievement) for signs. 

  Stewardship and sustainability as specific terms did not have a lot of meaning for 

participants, even though participants from all property management cohorts participate in 

stewardship activities. It is therefore recommended that stewardship be described broadly enough 

that all audiences can see themselves and their activities under the stewardship “umbrella.” 

Engage citizen messengers from all property management approaches, again so all audiences see 

themselves and their properties reflected.  

  Avoid using “sustainability” without clearly defining the term; look for other, more 

meaningful terms which interviewees used unprompted when describing the attributes of the lake 

such as “clean” (mentioned by 20 interviewees: ten in relation to the water and ten in relation to 

the shore zone), “natural” (mentioned by 21 interviewees, used most frequently in variations on 

“maintaining the lake in as natural a condition as possible”, and perhaps “pristine” (used by ten 

interviewees, seven in the context of seeing the lake as pristine currently). 
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  Branding more natural property management as “common sense” may broaden the appeal 

to those who do not favor a command-and-control approach to regulation and enforcement. 

Messages that put the lake in the context of family and inter-generational legacy may be 

effective: you loved the lake as a kid, and you want your great-grandchildren to love it too, and 

that means clean water and a healthy ecosystem. Be careful not to dishonor the property 

management activities of previous generations: nobody wants to be told their parents did things 

“wrong.” Consider extending the “family” metaphor to visible wildlife families such as ospreys, 

eagles, mergansers and deer.  

Stages of change: a useful model. 

   The “stages of change model” is based on health-related behavior change research, and 

characterizes human change behavior at six stages: pre-contemplation, contemplation, 

preparation, action, maintenance, and relapse (Shaw, Radler & Haack, 2011, p. 310). In 

“Exploring the utility of the stages of change model to promote natural shorelines” (2011) 

University of Wisconsin researchers Shaw, Radler and Haack linked the stages of change model 

to theories of CBSM: for example, information provision is associated with the pre-

contemplation stage, and the provision of landowner supports and the use of commitments is 

associated with the preparation stage. This model will be helpful to organizations developing 

programs that encourage shoreline naturalization and lake stewardship will find this paper quite 

helpful. In addition, the application of the model and evaluation of its effectiveness could be a 

fruitful area for further research.  

Piloting programs.  

  It is strongly recommended to pilot social marketing programs on the West Arm, where 

more rapid development has influenced a stronger problem perception there: a larger gap 
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between place attachment and place satisfaction. As more people retire to the West Arm, they are 

noticing the changes, as well as becoming more involved in their communities: excellent targets 

for behavior change, as well as potential “block leaders” for social diffusion. 

Implications for Governance and Regulation 

Participants in this research have given relatively little thought to lake governance as 

such. Governance is largely understood as analogous to government, with very little 

consideration for the role of other sectors in governance. Jurisdiction and regulation are 

understood to varying degrees. There is a sense that the “bad old days” of people doing whatever 

they want are gone, but that scofflaws still exist, and that there is little enforcement activity, 

sometimes attributed to budget cutbacks. Most people feel that residential septic systems are well 

regulated now, but worry about leakage from older systems. Overall there is a sense of 

fragmentation: nobody mentioned the provincial agency FrontCounter BC at all (which is the 

“one stop shop” for development permit information), but several complained about there not 

being one point of contact.  

  The activities of the Kootenay Lake Partnership, including the development of a 

Shoreline Guidance Document that will guide development activities on Kootenay Lake 

(currently underway), are an opportunity to clarify current governance and regulation. As yet 

there is little knowledge about the Kootenay Lake Partnership (only one interviewee was aware 

of it); outreach to shoreline landowners should include well-marketed learning events held in 

communities around the lakeshore, concentrated in the summer months to enable “summer 

people” and “snowbirds” (full-time residents who leave for up to five months in the winter) to 

attend. Including social aspects such as music or food, and holding the events outdoors, may 

increase attendance. 
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  In the future, agencies may need to consider strengthening regulation, including 

restricting or banning the use of machinery for beach grooming below the high water mark, the 

construction of groynes, and the construction of in-water works in environmentally sensitive 

areas. Such regulatory changes should not be made until other approaches, such as social 

marketing and communications strategies, and application of the Shoreline Guidance Document, 

have been implemented and their effectiveness measured. It may be overly optimistic to say that 

regulatory changes will not be necessary once ecological literacy has increased and social norms 

have shifted, but stronger regulations may at least be better accepted once the need for them is 

more fully understood. 

  At a multi-stakeholder dialogue held in September 2013 on the future of watershed 

governance for the Columbia River Basin, including Kootenay Lake, several key themes 

emerged, including the importance of developing a new narrative that reflects aboriginal 

worldviews and experience, and emphasizes relationships and connection to place, to replace the 

current colonial resource-extraction narrative, as well as the importance of new governance 

models being collaborative, and supported by new laws. What then are the roles of shoreline 

property owners in this emerging governance? As Interviewee C put it: “We want to be involved, 

proactively, and have a voice.” In order to be helpful that voice must be ecologically literate and 

informed as to history, culture, policy and law. Shoreline landowners need to be engaged early in 

governance discussions, and community leaders who are able to articulate and promote a 

stewardship ethic must be identified and cultivated. Kootenay Lake Partnership members should 

consider ways to identify stewardship champions in various areas around the lake, and involve 

these leaders both in presenting and discussing the application and implications of the Shoreline 

Guidance Document in their communities, and in acting as social marketing “block leaders.”  
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  First Nations are currently invisible on Kootenay Lake, and are thought of in historical 

rather than current terms, with the exception of limited assumptions regarding First Nations’ role 

in permitting foreshore development activities. There is very little direct or personal contact. 

Archaeological values are not currently a factor influencing property management decisions, and 

there is no understanding of current and future cultural use, or of First Nations title and rights as 

they pertain to Kootenay Lake. It would be very helpful for local First Nations to increase their 

visibility, and do public outreach and education in communities around the lake to build 

understanding of historic and current cultural use. The integration of Ktunaxa Cultural Values in 

the Shoreline Guidance Document is ground breaking and an important opportunity to educate 

shoreline landowners about indigenous values and interests not only from an historic perspective 

from also from a current and future governance perspective. 

Dialogue and the Commons 

  There is little doubt that dialogue is critical to solving the problems of the 21st century. 

As writer Margaret J. Wheatley puts it: “In these troubled, uncertain times, we don't need more 

command and control; we need better means to engage everyone's intelligence in solving 

challenges and crises as they arise” (Wheatley, 2005). We have a wonderful opportunity on 

Kootenay Lake, where most shoreline landowners are highly educated, and many have more 

time on their hands now that they are retired. Organizations interested in fostering a stewardship 

ethic and collaborative governance approach for Kootenay Lake would do well to help create 

opportunities for civil dialogues about the lake’s future. These opportunities should “meet people 

where they are” and include informal social events, especially in the summer, as well as more 

organized events at the neighborhood and community level, which may work better for more 

introverted people who still wish to engage. 
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  In conducting this research I found little discussion among participants of Kootenay Lake 

as a commons. I did, however, discover an interesting potential model. The Great Lakes 

Commons, an organization with membership from Indigenous nations, Canada and the US, 

launched its “Great Lakes Commons Charter Declaration” on June 19, 2014. The Charter is “a 

living document that affirms and empowers the wisdom and rightful role of the people of the 

Lakes as stewards of our waters” (Great Lakes Commons, n.d.). There is also an interactive map 

on-line at greatlakescommonsmap.org, where people can post stories from around the lakes, 

share information, and organize events. The concept of a “Kootenay Lake Commons” is well 

worth exploring. 

A New Narrative 

  Stories are the currency of culture. As award-winning Ojibway-Canadian author Richard 

Wagamese says: “All that we are is story…It is all we arrive with. It is all we leave behind.” In 

the course of this research, I heard many personal stories, often linked to family and settler 

history. They are stories about what has happened, and they are critical to understanding current 

attitudes about the lake. I believe we now need a story about what will happen: the future 

imagined and invoked through description. I want this story to be about how love for Kootenay 

Lake brought people together to ensure that future generations of all beings enjoy the lake’s clear 

water, fish, wildlife, and all the lake offers socially, artistically and spiritually – a new ethic 

informed by the concept of the commons, connection to place, and kinship with all beings, and 

expressed through respectful stewardship.  

  May it be so.  
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Appendix A 

Population of local government areas around Kootenay Lake 
 

 
Local Government Area Population (2011) 
City of Nelson (West Arm) 10,230 
Regional District of Central Kootenay Electoral 
Area E (West Arm) 

3,780 

Regional District of Central Kootenay Electoral 
Area F (West Arm) 

3,975 

Regional District of Central Kootenay Electoral 
Area A (South Arm/East Shore) 

2,030 

Regional District of Central Kootenay Electoral 
Area D (North Arm) 

1,415 

City of Kaslo (North Arm) 1,025 
Total 22,455 
 

Source: Columbia Basin Rural Development Institute 
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Appendix B 
 

Protected areas on Kootenay Lake 
 
 
Provincial Parks Kootenay Lake (five sites: Campbell Bay, Coffee Creek, Lost 

Ledge, Davis Creek, Midge Creek), Kokanee Creek, Pilot 
Bay, Lockhart Beach, Drewry Point 

Provincial Recreation Areas Waterfront attached to West Arm Park, Purcell Wilderness 
Conservancy 

Private Conservation Lands Darkwoods (Nature Conservancy of Canada) 
BC Forest Service Recreation 
Sites 

Garland Bay, Bernard Beaches, Fletcher Creek Falls, 
Pebble Beach (decommissioned: Next Creek, Tye) 

Other Argenta Marsh Wildlife Refuge, P1 and P2 zones in Nelson, 
SS Moyie National Historic Site (Kaslo), Creston Valley 
Wildlife Management Area (outflow of Kootenay River 
system including the south end of Kootenay Lake shore to 
shore), Midge Creek Wildlife Management Area 

 
Sources: 
 
Regional District of Central Kootenay (http://mapinfo.rdck.bc.ca/Pims/) 
 
Province of British Columbia, BC Parks (http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/explore/map.html) 
 
Province of British Columbia, Ministry of Tourism, Culture and the Arts 

(http://apps.gov.bc.ca/pub/recst/) 
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Appendix C 

Geographic distribution and residential seasonality of shoreline landowners interviewed 
 

 
 Seasonal 

(<6 months/year) 
Full-time 

(6+ months/year) 
Total 

West Arm 2 8 10 
South Arm (“East Shore”) 8 4 12 
North Arm 1 1 2 
Total 11 13 24 
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Appendix D 
 

Progressive iterations of coding framework 
 
 
Figure D1 
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Figure D2 
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Figure D3 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 


