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REMOVE

I.

August 39, 2011, the Board requested the Appellants, WID, BRID, and
Director (collectively, the "Participants") to confirm whether they wanted to proceed through
mediation or preliminary motions. The participants requested the matter proceed through
preliminary motions.
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Justiciability implies and relies on a court's
questions of law.. The Appellants considered the
elements of justiciability and seriousness together and failed to consider
how the question of justiciability relates to forum. The power to grant
public interest standing is derived from the Court's inherent jurisdiction,
There is
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to consider
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purposes than the public at large, and no evidence was
any link between any harm and the recreational lease.
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but the Board derives its powers from statute and lacks the inherent
powers of the Court.

the Appellants are genuinely interested in the environment and
conservation
and management issues in Alberta, they failed to
water
Their
demonstrate a genuine interest in the Licence Amendments.
based.
broad
and
policy
concerns are

Although

effective means to bring the issue before the Board,
specifically to have a directly affected person or group submit a Notice of
Appeal such as what was done in the EID Decision.
The proper forum for the Appellants' issues on whether the Board can
grant public interest standing may be the Courts.
There

is

an

Appellants are actively involved in the Bow River Basin, water
management, and ecosystem protection and this participation is t be commended. However, the
arguments provided demonstrate a general interest in the area and water policies and not an
interest that will be impacted by the specific Licence Amendments issued.
[123]
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II.

REPLACE WITH

August 30, 2011, the Board requested the Appellants, WID, BRID, and
Director (collectively, the "Participants") to confirm whether they wanted to proceed through
mediation or preliminary motions. The participants requested the matter proceed through
preliminary motions.
[9]

On
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Trout Unlimited does not have any greater right to Jensen Island for fishing
purposes than the public at large, and no evidence was provided to demonstrate
any link between any harm and the recreational lease.
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Justiciability implies and relies on a court's
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concerns are broad and policy based.
There is an effective means to bring the issue before the Board,
specifically to have a directly affected person or group submit a Notice of
Appeal such as what was done in the EID Decision.

Appellants

The proper forum for the Appellants' issues on whether the Board
grant public interest standing may be the Courts.

can

Appellants are actively involved in the Bow River Basin, water
management, and ecosystem protection and this participation is to be commended. However, the
arguments provided demonstrate a general interest in the area and water policies and not an
interest that will be impacted by the specific Licence Amendments issued.
[123]
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