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1. Project Information

1.1. Project Title 

Partnership Building for Fish Habitat Restoration Priorities in the Upper Pitt Watershed 

1.2. Proponent’s Legal Name 

Fraser Valley Watersheds Coalition 

1.3. Project Location 

Upper Pitt Watershed 

1.4. Contact for this report 

Name: Lance Lilley Phone: 604-702-5006 Email: llilley@fvrd.bc.ca

1.5 Funding Amount 

Original Approved 
Grant Amount: 

Total FSWP 
Expenditures:

Final Invoice 
Amount:

Final Non-FSWP leveraging, 
including cash and in-kind:

$5,000 $5,000 $1,000 $5,225.00 

2.  Project Summary

Please provide a single paragraph describing your project, its objectives, and the results. As 
this summary may be used in program communications, clearly state the issue(s) that were 
addressed and avoid overly technical descriptions. Maximum 300 words.

While the Upper Pitt watershed is highly valued for its salmon productivity and habitat values, it is not 
without issues or concerns.   Power production, forestry, mining, residential/resort development, 
recreation impacts, closure of a DFO fish hatchery, aging status of previous habitat restoration projects, 
and current funding limitations, all contribute to a level of uncertainty and anxiety about the future health 
of this watershed.  With this context, stewardship, partnership building, and information sharing is 
critical to ensure the productivity of this watershed remains high.  This project intended to re-establish a 
prior network of key stakeholders for the watershed, to gather known information about the watershed, 
and to discuss priority needs and opportunities.  Results included an inaugural meeting of the newly 
formed ‘Upper Pitt Stewards’, the creation of a network of stakeholders interested in working together 
and sharing information, and the beginning of a reference/document database of the habitat conditions 
of the watershed.  In summary, this project helped provide the impetus for a renewed commitment to 
protect and preserve the Upper Pitt, a legacy that we hope will extend well into the future. 



OPTIONAL Please give a short statement (up to 100 words) of the most compelling activity or 
outcome from your project. 

This project has allowed our group, the Fraser Valley Watersheds Coalition, to establish a relationship 
with other stakeholders beyond our core region.  Most notably, it has allowed us to get to know folks 
from the Alouette River Management Society (ARMS) – a well-established and successful group in 
Maple Ridge/Pitt Meadows.  Being able to learn from these groups, to discuss challenges they have 
faced or lessons they have learned, are critical for relatively young groups such as ours. 

3.Final Project Results and  Effectiveness

3.1 Copy EXPECTED OUTCOMES from your detailed proposal and insert into this section. Add 
additional rows as needed. Then please list the FINAL OUTCOMES (the tangible end 
products resulting from this work) associated with expected outcome. 

If FINAL OUTCOMES differ from the original EXPECTED OUTCOMES please describe why, 
and the implications for the project. 

EXPECTED OUTCOMES FINAL OUTCOMES 

1.  Key active stakeholders in the Upper Pitt 
watershed that pertain to aquatic habitat, salmonid 
productivity, and biodiversity, will be identified. 

An initial list of key stakeholders was identified 
through initial contacts and by repeatedly asking 
stakeholders who else should attend.   

2.  Possible funding sources and potential 
partners for restoration or enhancement efforts in 
the Upper Pitt River watershed will be identified 
and pursued. 

Initial discussions with stakeholders included a 
number of potential partners for restoration 
activities.  No concrete funding opportunities were 
identified at this point however as we are still in 
the process of collecting information and 
identifying priorities. 

3.  A collaborative roundtable discussion of 
stakeholders and possible funding sources will be 
held to discuss the current needs of the watershed 
and future opportunities. 

A successful roundtable discussion was held on 
Dec 2, 2009 involving 13 key stakeholders and 
groups.  A number of others who were not able to 
attend were included in email correspondence and 
meeting minutes.  The stakeholders present, 
deciding to call themselves the “Upper Pitt 
Stewards”, agreed to continue meeting at least 
once a year and to work collaboratively on 
enhancing and protecting the Upper Pitt. 

4.  Greater awareness of the F.V. Watersheds 
Coalition and our potential role as a ‘group of 
groups’ to stakeholders and potential partners. 

The normal geographic range of the Fraser Valley 
Watersheds Coalition is from Hope to Mission 
(i.e., the range of the Fraser Valley Regional 
District).  Up to this point, they have not had a 
presence in the Upper Pitt, even though it resides 
within the FVRD boundaries.  Other groups have 
been previously active there, and this project 
allowed the Coalition to build a relationship with 
these groups.  This will help to not only allow us to 
learn from each other, but work collaboratively on 
the Upper Pitt and other issues of regional scope.   
ARMS has now been added to the Coalition’s 
email list and are kept aware of the Coalition’s 
activities and any opportunities for collaboration or 
information sharing that may emerge. 



3.2 Please evaluate the EFFECTIVENESS of your project in achieving Project Objectives. 
Please identify the indicators you have used to measure the effectiveness of your 
project. Please include any notable successes or challenges.  

Two main indicators were identified to measure the success of this project.   

(1)  Complete project on time and on budget.  The project was completed as planned.  We came in 
right on budget ($5,000) and ahead of the March 31st deadline. 

(2)  Achieve both Project Objectives.
Objective 1:  To gather known information about habitat conditions, concerns, and restoration priorities 
for the Upper Pitt River watershed.   
Result:  Achieved.  We have begun to compile a document database of known data and reports 
pertaining to Upper Pitt fish habitat (see attachment #4).  Part of this review also included detailed 
discussions with Mr. Al Stobbart, former DFO hatchery manager in the Upper Pitt, prior to his retirement 
earlier this month (we wanted to make sure this information was not lost upon his retirement).  
Objective 2:  To build the partnerships needed to pursue both funding opportunities and restoration 
needs for the Upper Pitt watershed. 
Result:  Achieved.  Through this project, we were able to (a) establish a new watershed group, known 
as the Upper Pitt Stewards (UPS) to network and steward the Upper Pitt; (b) develop relationships with 
other non-profit groups (e.g., Alouette River Management Society, BCCF, etc) and First Nations (Katzie 
First Nation) that the Watersheds Coalition previously did not have relationships with.  The on-the-
ground benefits that this new group and these new relationships will mean for the Upper Pitt watershed 
are yet to be determined, but through this project, we have enabled this success to occur. 

One notable challenge from this project has been timing and momentum.  We wanted to wait until after 
the fisheries window before calling the roundtable meeting, as many of us have been very busy or 
unavailable during that time.  Unfortunately however, this resulted in the roundtable discussion 
occurring after the FSWP Conceptual Proposal deadline (September), the potential funding partner we 
figured to be the most appropriate for continuing to support our efforts.  As a result of missing this 
deadline, we were unable to act quickly on some of the good project ideas that came from the meeting 
to keep momentum going. 

3.3 REQUIRED: attach all DOCUMENTATION of Final Outcomes, and LIST attachments here.
These may include technical reports, maps, photos, evidence of communications, lists of 
meeting participants, etc. 

List of attachments: 
(1) Invitations to Stakeholders for meeting 
(2) Meeting Minutes (from Dec 2, 2009 roundtable discussion) 
(3) Roundtable Meeting Photos 
(4) Initial Reference Database 
(5) Watershed Program Newsletter 
(6) Summary Notes on Upper Pitt Compiled from Material Provided by Mr. Al Stobbart 

3.4 Please describe how the benefits of this project will be sustained and/or be built upon 
into the future. What are the planned next steps, or recommendations for further work, if 
applicable?

The benefits of this project will be continued into the future by having (a) established a new network of 
interested and passionate stakeholders to work together for the Upper Pitt, (b) renewing a commitment 
by these stakeholders to work collaboratively and to continue meeting at least once a year to discuss 
projects, issues, needs, and opportunities in the Upper Pitt.   

Planned next steps include, as resources allow, conducting a field trip to the Upper Pitt with key 
stakeholders to assess the status of prior restoration sites, continue compiling known information and 



references, and ongoing email correspondence of stakeholders regarding relevant information or 
opportunities.  Additional recommendations for further work include: conduct in-depth interviews with 
notable stakeholders to help flush out added knowledge or references; preparation of a gap analysis to 
identify notable information gaps regarding habitat conditions in the Upper Pitt; develop an Upper Pitt 
Stewards website that would include the reference database, maps of the watershed, and photos; 
complete prioritization of needed activities and projects; develop a Terms of Reference (and possible 
Society status) for the Upper Pitt Stewards; etc. 

3.5 What are the top three lessons learned from this project that could be useful to 
communicate to others doing similar work in the Basin?  

1.  Watershed planning is about the PROCESS more than it is about the PRODUCT.  Establishing a 
network of stakeholders to discuss the watershed and be engaged in its protection/restoration/ 
understanding is the real key to watershed sustainability and action. 
2.   Think ahead.  Be aware of funding deadlines and plan networking events or discussions BEFORE 
these deadlines (whenever possible) in case project ideas emerge at the meeting that the group is 
eager to pursue but funding is required.  
3.  Although not as easy as during a crisis or impending mega-project that stirs interest and emotion, 
watershed planning during non-crisis moments may be challenging but is essential to maintain interest 
and hopefully prevent major crisis from occurring.   



8. Appendices

REQUIRED: attach all DOCUMENTATION of Final Outcomes, listed above in section 3.3.
These may include technical reports, maps, photos, evidence of communications, lists of 
meeting participants, etc. 

(1) Invitations to Stakeholders for meeting 
(2) Meeting Minutes (from Dec 2, 2009 roundtable discussion) 
(3) Roundtable Meeting Photos 
(4) Initial Reference Database 
(5) Watershed Program Newsletter 
(6) Summary Notes on Upper Pitt Compiled from Material Provided by Mr. Al Stobbart 





























All information below provided/or written by Al Stobbart, former DFO hatchery manager in Upper Pitt. 

Upper Pitt River Watershed: Synthesis of Information 
 

The Upper Pitt watershed is a southern coastal system of approximately 780 square kilometers. Parks 

and protected areas include Golden Ears Provincial Park to the east, Garibaldi Provincial Park to the 

north and Pinecone/Burke Mountain Provincial Park to the west and in total encompass roughly 70% of 

the Upper Pitt watershed land mass.  

Severe flow fluctuations are common!place occurrences on most streams from fall to early spring and 

are a result of steep gradient, intense rainfall (averages 3!5,000mm annually),  and abundant snowmelt. 

These fluctuations occur to the same degree in the surrounding parks and protected areas as in the 

areas which have experienced timber harvesting.  

The majority of mature, low!elevation stands of second growth hemlock and Douglas fir on the flood 

plain have regenerated naturally. Intensive silviculture (thinning/spacing etc.) was conducted by the B.C. 

Forest Service from 1975!1983 throughout much of the watershed at elevations of less than 300m. 

Interspersed throughout are western red cedar, Sitka spruce and numerous deciduous species, 

predominately red alder and black cottonwood. Increasingly rare in the lower mainland, plant 

associations of “Western Hemlock with Salmonberry/ Devil’s Club/ or Vine Maple” predominate much of 

the flood plain. The valley bottom second (and even third) growth is now being harvested once again 

but fish and wildlife values are important in developing logging plans today.  

The varied structure and age classes of both forest and riparian zones are extremely important to fish 

and wildlife values. In excess of 100 species of birds have been catalogued in the watershed. Red!listed 

species such as the Tailed Frog, Southern Maidenhair Fern, and Yellow Montane Violet are relatively 

common in many areas.  

Good quality spawning and rearing habitats are limited to the very short, lower gradient delta reaches of 

most tributaries on the main stem flood plain and the more stable side and back channels of the Upper 

Pitt River. Much of the “valley bottom” fish habitat was critically affected by past logging and associated 

road building practices, but as the bulk of timber harvesting in these areas was completed between 

1930 and 1960, it has now returned to a more natural state.  

 

All Pacific salmonid species are present in the Upper Pitt watershed, including Sockeye (and Kokanee), 

Chum, Pink , Coho, and Chinook salmon, along with Bull Trout (rarely Dollie Varden char), Steelhead 

trout, resident Rainbow trout,  and Coastal Cutthroat trout. Steelhead have shown the greatest decline 

in escapements over the past two to three decades. Other species found in the Upper Pitt River system 

are Mountain Whitefish, White Sturgeon, Prickly and Coast Range Sculpin, as well as Western Brook and 

Pacific Lamprey. Occasionally Northern Pike Minnow occur in the lower reaches of the main stem river. 
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Figure 1: Diagram of Upper Pitt River tributaries. 

Upper Pitt River 

The Upper Pitt River has glacial origin. It Flows South 52 km to Pitt Lake from various ice fields located in 

Garibaldi Park. Extreme flow fluctuations are common. Total discharge ranges from a low of 10 cubic 

metres per second during the coldest winter conditions to 1,000 or more cubic meters per second 

during major flood 

events (e.g. August 

1990). Salmonid 

accessible distance of 

the Upper Pitt River is 

40 km upstream of the 

lake where impassable 

rapids are found. Main 

stem spawning and 

rearing occurs with 

much variation in levels 

from year to year. Main 

stem spawners 

numbering 75,000 

sockeye, 2,500 Chum, 

250 Chinook, 250 Pink, 

and 300 Coho have 

been previously 

observed. Cold annual 

mean water 

temperature of ~5.5c 

(approximate range is 

0.0c to 13.0c) has 

precluded most use by 

warm water species 

found in adjacent Pitt 

Lake with exception of 

northern pike minnow 

and possibly bass in the 

lower reaches from late 

August to mid!

September when 

temperatures have 

peaked. 

Slough Creek 

Slough Creek has Non!

glacial origin, but 

receives a varying 

amount (0!75% of flow) 

of glacial main stem Pitt 

River  during periods of or following 

freshet (dependent upon river migration 



across the flood plain). Slough Creek flows from mountainous source on East side of Upper Pitt River and 

numerous ground water sources from valley bottom area between mouth of Slough Creek and First 

Canyon. It enters Upper Pitt River 12 km upstream of Pitt Lake and has heavy riparian vegetation on its 

entire length. The lower 500m of Slough Creek below the F.S. Mainline road was the main stem river 

channel until 1990 flood event. Slough Creek’s accessible length totals 6 km. Up to 8,000 sockeye, 200 

Coho and 100 Chum have been observed here. Cutthroat and Steelhead utilize Slough Creek for 

spawning and rearing as well, large numbers of fry have been observed. Substantial annual juvenile 

Coho numbers indicate either very high fry recruitment or very high egg to fry survival. Sockeye stocks 

were supplemented with hatchery fry at this location between 1997 and 2000. Two adjoining 

groundwater restoration projects were constructed by DFO/Forest Renewal BC: Elizabeth Joe Channel in 

1999 and Volcanic Brown Channel in 2000. Assessed Coho smolt production alone is ~7!10,000 annually 

from these two projects. 

   

Corbold Creek 

Corbold Creek has two forks, its glacial fork flows from the Stave Glacier and its non!glacial fork flows 

from an area in Golden Ears Park. It enters the Upper Pitt 10 km upstream of Pitt Lake on East bank. 

Mosquito Creek is a small groundwater tributary supplemented by main stem river flow during and 

following freshet or periods of main stem river migration across the floodplain and drains the valley 

bottom area located between Corbold Creek and Slough Creek through river channels. Homestead Creek 

(a small ephemeral tributary) flows from a mountainous source. Accessible length totals of 

approximately 2.5 km. No fish species have ever been discovered above the falls on Corbold Creek 

located adjacent to the DFO hatchery, although Brook Trout (char) were clandestinely stocked above 

them in 1970. Riparian cover, recently lacking on the lower reaches of Corbold Creek because of stream 

migration across the flood plain, is once again improving and is extensive on the two small tributaries. 

Up to 30,000 sockeye have been observed here (supplemented by the DFO hatchery located on Corbold 

since 1960), 250 Chum, 200 Coho, 50 Pink, 20 Chinook. Corbold Creek is also known for high usage as 

summer rearing area for 2
nd

 year Bull Trout and Steelhead juveniles.  The smaller tributaries have good 

levels of Coho, Cutthroat and Rainbow juvenile recruitment.  

 

Three DFO/FRBC restoration projects were completed on the Corbold Creek fan. “Mosquito Creek” 

Channel is a groundwater channel constructed in 1995. “Homestead Creek” Channel saw construction in 

1998 and saw year!round flow supplementation from the DFO hatchery until the hatchery’s closure in 

2003. Assessment indicates 4!5,000 Coho smolts and other salmonids being produced annually from 

Mosquito.  The “Alvin Pattersen” spawning channel was constructed adjacent to Corbold Creek in 1995!

6 in an attempt to alleviate losses of “wild” spawned sockeye eggs or alevins during frequent flood 

events. This channel has produced an estimated average of 3.4 million fry through the first 10 years of 

operation. Numerous Coho, along with Chum, Coho, and occasional Steelhead, Pink, Chinook, Bull Trout, 

Rainbow and Cutthroat trout have been observed as well in this “sockeye” channel. 

 

Fish Hatchery Creek 

Fish Hatchery Creek has Non!glacial origin and enters the Upper Pitt 7.5 km upstream of Pitt Lake. It has 

two main tributaries, one flows from small lakes (Dean/Mystic) located 5!7 km East of the Upper Pitt 



River, the other is mostly a ground water tributary. The lakes on the system ( Dean/Mystic) are relatively 

shallow and retain little run off, resulting in extreme flow fluctuations on a routine basis similar to the 

glacial streams in the watershed. The ground water tributary provides approximately 50% of the flow 

during periods of no rain, and drains a series of beaver ponds located in the valley bottom area and two 

small, short!lived mountainous streams between Corbold Creek and Fish Hatchery Creek. Accessible 

length varies 2!2.5 km depending upon main stem river migration across the flood plain at the creek’s 

mouth, outside the diked F.S. Mainline Road. Riparian vegetation is extensive on all but the lower 200 

m. Up to 2,000 sockeye, 300 Coho, 20 Cutthroat, 50 Chum, and 12 Steelhead have been observed here. 

Substantial numbers of Coho and moderate trout fry found here most years. The Creek was so named as 

it was the site of the federal “Dominion Fisheries” Sockeye Hatchery from 1912 to 1932. Sockeye stocks 

were also supplemented with hatchery fry at this location from 1997!2001 brood years. The 

groundwater tributary saw spawning and rearing habitat constructed and a controlled flow intake from 

Corbold Creek was introduced to the constructed portion to reduce high water temperatures in the 

impoundments over the summer. This “Fish Hatchery Creek Diversion” was completed in 1998 as a 

DFO/FRBC restoration project. Assessment indicates as many as 15,000 Coho smolts along with 

Steelhead and Cutthroat trout smolts (and other salmonids) are now being produced from Fish Hatchery 

Creek.  

 

Red Slough Creek 

Red Slough Creek is not a tributary of the Upper Pitt River, but is included here because of its proximity 

to the mouth of the Upper Pitt at the head of Pitt Lake. It has non!glacial origin and flows mainly from 

mountainous source tributary; a second “Larson” Creek”, and numerous ground water sources (a 

network of beaver ponds located on the valley bottom area between Fish Hatchery Creek and Pitt Lake) 

and an additional 4 or 5 mountainous tributaries of varying sizes, one of which includes a small lake. This 

system is normally separate from the Upper Pitt River except during extreme flood events and enters 

the head (North end) of Pitt Lake about 1 km East of the mouth of the Upper Pitt. Red Slough Creek 

follows an old main stem Pitt River channel that was controlled by initial road construction near the turn 

of the century. It was intermittently the entire Pitt River main stem channel over long periods and most 

recently ~200 years ago as per Katzie history. Accessible lengths of Red Slough Creek total 15 km. This is 

one of the most stable systems in the watershed. Named “Red” Slough likely due to free iron present in 

large quantities through much of area (can be produced by decaying organic matter) leaving a red  

algae!like stain on the bottom and shoreline over much of it’s length. There is excellent riparian cover 

along the entire length of the creek. Of a somewhat unique nature (located at the head of a lake), the 

creek is tidal for a distance of nearly 4 km upstream of its mouth. Up to 400 Coho, 250 Chum, 10 

Cutthroat, and 6 Steelheadhave been observed here.  Sea!run Cutthroat were actively targeted in areas 

adjacent to bluffs and near Red Slough’s mouth by knowledgeable anglers from the 1930s into the mid!

1970s but continual deposition of sediments has all but filled the deeper, holding water along this 

stretch. The blockages created by the many beaver dams on the East fork of the Slough allow for a large 

resident (20!35cm at maturity) Cutthroat population. These fish have access in and out of these areas on 

highest tides and during freshet events. Historically Red Slough Creek saw escapements of Chinook, 

sockeye, and Pink. Sockeye stocks were supplemented with hatchery fry at this location in the 1997!

2001 brood years. The lower!most kilometer or so of the creek (warmer, more tidally influenced section) 

sees stickleback, chub, shiner, crappy, and pike minnow along with numerous other minnow and other 

non!salmonid species.  

 



A summary of habitat restoration projects completed in the Upper Pitt watershed is shown in Table 2. It 

includes the species that the restoration project targeted and the square meters of improved or created 

habitat. 

Table 2. Projects Completion, Target Species and Habitat Type  

      

Completion Channel Target  
        m

2
 Created or 

Improved    

Year Name Specie(s) Spawning Rearing Total 

1995
Mosquito
Creek Coho 350 7500 7850  

1996-1997 Alvin Pattersen 
Sockeye/
Coho 8000 2500 10500  

1998 Fish Hatchery Coho/Sockeye 250 75000 75250  

1998 Homestead Coho 750 9500 10250  

1999 Elizabeth Joe Coho 150 2500 2650  

2000 Volcanic Brown Coho 500 3000 3500  

Total   10000 100000 110000 

      

       

       

       

       

       

 

Unfortunately fish numbers have declined in these restoration projects in recent years due to no gravel 

replacement, flow being dependant on hatchery exhaust waters, lack of maintenance and beaver 

effects.  

 

 


