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NSWA INTEGRATED Watershed management Planning Forums

Downstream: Lakeland college, Vermilion: March 10, 2010

Annotated AGENDA:

Goals:


· Discuss the NSWA approach to engage stakeholders in the IWMP collaborative planning effort

· Review the results of the Rural Municipal Watershed Planning Round Table Dec 10 2009

· Continue dialogue with stakeholders on issues raised 

· Learn about IWMP, foundational philosophy and potential implications

· Present and discuss the four IWMP goals drafted by the NSWA IWMP Steering Committee

TIME
                                            TOPIC 
SPEAKER

14 participants attended this first NSWA Integrated Watershed Management Planning (IWMP) forum held at Lakeland College in Vermilion, in the Downstream sub-region of the North Saskatchewan River. 

9:30 a.m.
Introductions and welcome

Dave Trew

· The Executive Director provided an overview of the NSWA organization: the number of members; the composition of the board, its vision and mandate; current projects; how the organization is funded.

9:40 
NSWA approach to stakeholder engagement going forward
Abells Henry

· NSWA plans to engage community leaders (watershed stakeholder) who are actively interested in watershed planning, as well as NSWA members and the public in a collaborative planning process to develop recommendations for an integrated Watershed Management Plan (IWMP) 

· NSWA is committed to a process that is open, transparent and responsive. 

· The focus will be on building a shared understanding among those who live and work in the watershed on how to best protect, maintain and restore the North Saskatchewan River (NSR) Watershed.

· NSWA plans to host three forums every three months in each of the Headwaters, Central and Downstream regions of the watershed until March 2011 when final recommendations will be made to the Government of Alberta. 

· Reports from each forum will be posted on the NSWA. Those visiting the site can post their feedback and join the discussion. All input received will form an integral part of the IWMP report.

The following questions were asked of the NSWA Executive Director, Dave Trew: 
· Will the NSWA get a seat on the LUF Board? We will submit names on behalf of NSWA.

· Did you say the government is looking into planning? Why didn’t they continue? Are we reinventing the wheel with this process? The Alberta Government has not conducted comprehensive water resource planning over the last few years. They have now started up again. The Water For Life policy recommended creating Water Planning and Advisory Council (WPACs) – which NSWA now is - to support watershed planning in the community. There has never been integrated water and land planning done systematically in Alberta. The Land-use Framework and Water for Life policies are trying to address this problem.

· Is there a federal umbrella? Water resource management is primarily a provincial responsibility, but Alberta has signed an agreement promising that 50% of the water in the North Saskatchewan River will flow to Saskatchewan.

· What about our neighbours to the south? There are transboundary government agreements on that between the United States and Canada, which applies to the Milk River in Southern Alberta.

  9:50 
Explanation of the organization of the discussion and the day                     Abells Henry

10:00 
Demonstration of new interactive features on NSWA website                     NSWA Staff
· NSWA staff demonstrated how easy it is to send comments to the NSWA from the Website and encouraged participants to encourage their colleagues and friends interested in watershed planning to participate by sending their comment via the web.

Presentation: NSWA briefing notes (Coffee Shop Discussion briefs)

· The purpose of the short briefs is to respond to the information needs of people living and working in the watershed. They are designed to interpret complex scientific information in a form that is readily accessible and interesting to a general audience:

· What is NSWA? 

· What is a Watershed? 

· Watershed Components 

· Why a Watershed Approach? 

· Water Quality 

10:30 
Coffee
10:45
Three NSWA Board members who were in attendance, were asked why the IWMP collaborative planning process is important to them:

· Pat Gordeyko – Board Member; Councilor County of Two Hills; President of Two Hills Agricultural Society; farmer): This is something I strongly support, talking cross-sectorally. The sooner our paths cross and we have these important conversations the better. It is absolutely essential we form these relationships now. 

· Candice Vanin – Secretary, NSWA; Land Use Analyst with the Agri-Environment Services Branch, of Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada: My interests have always been in land and water conservation. The NSWA has been a model for Water For Life, and LUF has been watching us to see what we’re doing. The whole watershed planning concept is not formal in Alberta. How can communities and the formal systems be able to bring these ideas together? Maybe I’m an adrenaline junkie or crazy but overtime I have seen a lot of good stuff happen. 

· Bill Fox – Alberta Beef Delegate; Operates a mixed farm, Elk Point/Bonnyville:  After I became a delegate with Alberta Beef, many of the issues I kept hearing about is how Agriculture is  causing all these problems, so I arranged a tour of St. Paul grazing reserve. The work being done out there was so good, and so well managed, that people were really impressed that Agriculture could be doing good instead of bad. I just think it’s necessary that people know this. WE all have to work together if we are going to make things better.

10: 50
Review of Rural Municipal Planning Round table Dec 10, 2009 
Abells Henry


Round Table Discussions

· In December 2009, rural municipalities met to discuss the State of the Saskatchewan River Basin Report. This report identified a number of vulnerabilities facing the Basin, and participants were asked to discuss how these vulnerabilities were impacting their region. Issues regarding the Headwaters that were identified at the December 10 meeting were presented to participants at this meeting for further discussion. 

11:45
Summary of table discussions

 

Noon
Lunch










1:00 p.m.
Over View of IWMP 
Tom Cottrell

· Including information on IWMP goals;  objectives; the process to date; issues identified; what the research says about the condition of the mainstem, watershed and groundwater; current watershed policy; what an IWMP process contains; and next steps 

1:30 
Facilitated Discussion between IWMP Panel & Forum Participants
Abells Henry


regarding foundational principles underpinning the IWMP.


· Discussion focused on key elements of the previous presentation, which form the assumptions upon which the IWMP is based: What the research says about the condition of the river’s mainstem, watershed and groundwater in the North Saskatchewan River Watershed, and current watershed policy.
The following comments were made about the assumptions:

· 3% consumption results from evaporative cooling at industrial sites.

· Wetland loss occurs as a result of human activities (drainage) and through drought

· Research by Ducks Unlimited Canada suggests that we have lost 2/3rds of our wetlands in the white zone through farming and urban development.

· Vermilion has a comprehensive map of historic/current wetlands. This map was developed based on historical photographs.
· Policy of No Further Degradation: Does that mean a new user can’t have any impact? Or does that mean that current users have to reduce their impact and a new user must comply to stricter rules?  These are the type of questions that will be discussed during the collaborative planning process.
· Ultimate question – How do we get there? If there is zero degradation does that mean that the new guy coming in has to have zero impact, or do the people already there have to reduce their impacts? In other words, do others already in the area have to make changes in order to accommodate new development? For example – the new minimal disturbance practices in Oil & Gas has to be widely adopted.

2:30 
Coffee
2:45 
Round Table Discussion: Discussion of four (4) IWMP long term goals  
Abells Henry

· Participants were presented draft of four (4) long term goals drafted by the IWMP Steering Committee. These goals represent what people living and working in the NSR watershed want to achieve through the implementation of the IWMP recommendations. 

· Thinking about the types of actions that might have to be taken to achieve these goals, participants were asked to consider how these goals could positively or negatively impact the way the live and do business Downstream. 

3:45 
Summary of table discussion 

4:15 
Next steps

· The next forum is scheduled for early June. It will be held in the Downstream sub-region of the NSR watershed. Location, date and time TBA. If you are interested in participating please contact Jayme Nelson at the NSWA office: Jayme Nelson Jayme.Nelson@edmonton.ca  or call (780) 442-6363

4:30 p.m.
End. 


Thank you for your participation!
Summary of Morning Round Table Discussion: Watershed Issues Downstream 

March 10, 2010

In December 2009, rural municipalities met to discuss the State of the Saskatchewan River Basin Report. This report identified a number of vulnerabilities facing the Basin, and participants were asked to discuss how these vulnerabilities were impacting their region. 

Following is a summary of issues raised concerning how each of the vulnerabilities facing the North Saskatchewan River Basin affecting the downstream sub-region. Participants in the table discussion were from the counties of Beaver, Thorhild, Vermilion River, Minburn, and Two Hills.

1. Vulnerability Issue: Landscape Modification: (how human activities were disturbing and changing the natural landscape)

Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
Loss of wetlands

· Similar to other regions: acreages, agriculture, wetland loss, drainage – loss of wetlands and illegal drainage, preservation of existing wetlands.

· Landowners/farmers – don’t want anything done to limit or prevent their ability to drain wetlands in their fields as it is their land and they might be able to enhance their production, return and operation of farm machinery if they drain a slough.

· Counties lack the authority past the edge of a drainage ditch to address drainage on farm land.

· Counties can address wetland issues only under a sub-division proposal but can’t address drainage issues in a farm field.

Preserving agricultural land

· Beaver County:  Land use planning plays a part. 

· Sustainability initiatives: trying to conserve the inventory of agricultural land, building up more agricultural land near existing urban development.

· Vermilion River County: now has provision for four parcels out (sub-division of four parcels out of a quarter section of land). Beaver County has provision for one parcel out.

· Counties need tougher provisions in their Municipal Development Plans or Land-use By-laws to control land use and restrict the size and number of parcels in a subdivision.

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion

Loss of wetlands – legal drainage - Drainage Districts

· Legal drainage is not listed as an issue, such as by the Holden Drainage District

· Gate control structures were built by Alberta Environment to store water in lakes and storage ponds along the Vermilion River. But they are operated to drain water from those lakes and ponds and this causes damage

Illegal drainage

· Illegal drainage causes problems and the landowners don’t pay taxes on that drainage.  It causes problems with increased flow at certain times in a wet year.

· loss of wetlands by land owners draining wetlands and removal of surface cover

· Will landowners be compensated with these recommendations?

· Question: what's worse – draining several small wetlands into a consolidated slough or driving around multiple wetlands with tractors, ploughing, seeding, fertilizing, and spraying more than once? - Where is the tradeoff?

Increasing cooperation between Oils and Gas companies and the Counties

· Oil & Gas industry is regulated tightly and can’t touch wetlands or cause drainage issues.  Water for a well site is taken from a pumping station or maybe a farmer’s dugout but not from wetlands.

· Communication and cooperation between Counties and Oil & Gas companies is better and improving. Oil & Gas activities appear to be better received, with less conflict.

· Oil & Gas companies are now building low disturbance well sites and roads

Subdivisions of agricultural land and loss to non-farm use

· Concern about conversion of farm land and crop rotation practices

· County of St. Paul allows four parcels out but they have to be grouped and a maximum of 20 acres total

· Counties are emphasizing conservation of wetlands and agricultural use of land.  (County of Vermilion River held two public meetings in Kitscoty and Vermilion in February and March on the results of a study of the conservation of agricultural land; Graham has a copy of this study)

· Concern over feed lots

Subdivision development

· Construction of homes and buildings should not be allowed in flood plain areas that will be flooded in the future; development in the flood plain is a problem

· What are the regulations concerning expanding subdivisions and riparian protection?

Identification of environmentally sensitive sites

· Identify environmentally sensitive areas before development

· *Request for information about sensitive areas in the region

Reclamation of abandoned sites

· Concern over abandoned gravel pits/oil & gas sites and the need for reclamation

· Lack of reclamation of old, abandoned Oil & Gas development sites and orphan sites

· Reclamation of abandoned gravel pits and potential for restoration - who is responsible? Especially pits with ground water present - what can be potential use? We need an inventory of these sites.

Construction practices

· When we used to construct bridges across rivers, there was never a machine in the water – this has changed. We need to be concerned about construction practices.
Other comments

· Water comes from the mountains – forestry used to on flatlands – now it occurs right up to the tree-line. To manage water, all of our mountains should be managed as watersheds. Forests there need to be protected.

· There should be one-mile set-back from rivers. Buy the land back from the farmers – it will be cheaper to do that now then it will be a 100 years from now.

Questions raised:

· What is the extent and impacts of gravel extraction and oil and gas sector?

· Is there any effect from the salt plant? 

· What's done with concentrated arsenic from cleaning well water?

· Is there any connection between Steam Assisted Gravity Drainage (SAGD) and arsenic?

· How much fresh vs. produced water is used in oilfield injection?

· What are the locations of springs?

· How can we be more resilient to these big-picture vulnerabilities?

2. Vulnerability Issue: Water Supply

Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
· Rurals remain on wells; urbans get hooked up to the mainstem.

· Because of the drought there are less surface water supplies.

· We rely on groundwater, but have very little data on it.

· Less water available for fighting fire (Sturgeon/Lamont/Strathcona Counties).

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion

Groundwater

· Concerned about groundwater and lack of information about aquifers 

· People who use groundwater wells need education

· Need better mapping of groundwater resources so people know where aquifers are located.

· Lack of knowledge of effects on groundwater of development activities and disturbance

· Education and awareness of status/health of water wells of individual owners and characterization of groundwater aquifers.

· Lack of proper well maintenance, use and testing of groundwater wells by individual owners.

3. Vulnerability Issue: Municipal Waste Water

Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
· Lack of available drinking water through a regional pipeline.

· Thorhild got rid of their last water treatment plant a while ago. Cannot justify having trained personnel for 200 people. Community wells and tank loaders are now all they have.  If there is a problem, they lack the resources to manage the water quality. The second last plant was decommissioned in 1995.

· North East Alberta Water Management Coalition (NEAWMC) and Vermilion are seeking diversion from mainstem to combine 15 communities on one municipal water system.  

· Source water protection is key for EPCOR and its regional distribution.

· Equity in pricing is an issue for communities on the system - those farthest out pay the most. EPCOR pilot at Bonnyville water treatment resulted in price increases from $2/cu m to $7 cu m.

· Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion

Local water systems

· Aging infrastructure in Edmonton creates more costs for people downstream

· Regional water pipelines – and the associated vulnerabilities. What happens downstream, if there is too much demand upstream? Serious thought needs to be given to this type of dependency. Sustainability requires a certain amount of independence. 

· Counties are encouraging development of local water systems for clustered rural developments

Waste water

· What is the effect of drainage of local sewage lagoons twice a year into a water course? Concern about drainage of sewage lagoons and the effect on tributaries

· Lagoons are drained into the Vermilion River in the fall when there isn’t any water in the river. It smells. The only flow is lagoon water

· Water testing and arsenic – if we remove it – what do we do with it? How do you dispose of it?

· We need to look at better use of new technology to dispose of waste water from local systems.

· Legacy of heavy pollution of Vermilion River and degradation over many years. Now no water flowing at all most of the year

· People put 100 lbs of fertilizer on their lawns – you can imagine how much fertilizer is used in agriculture.  We need to recognize that we are polluting through our use of fertilizer.

· Need to know about the impact of recycling waste water – both good and bad

Water rights

· Equitable access to water: who pays? Who owns? Who has rights to the water?

· Does Edmonton own the water that runs through it? Does Edmonton have the right to dictate water prices? 

· The economics of serving a population of 1 million in Edmonton vs. 200 downstream – economics often dictates price.

· On the other hand, you need to look at the high cost of building your own water plant and managing that for 200 people.

· Key questions around who owns the water? Who pays for the water? What is a fair price for water?

· EPCOR – what if it turns into a publicly-traded corporation (City of Edmonton is currently the sole shareholder). There could be issues around the future cost of water.

· Are there examples of privately owned companies and what happens to the cost of water? 

· What are the tools outside of Alberta? Private companies owning water; what’s the cost to rural municipalities?

Value of Water

· Should NSWA make people understand what the value of water really is?

· One of the prime purposes of NSWA is to make people realize the value of water, and the cost of guaranteed quality of water.  

4. Vulnerability Issue: Instream Flow Needs (IFN)
(How much water needs to remain in the river to maintain the natural aquatic environment)
Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
· There’s a lot of uncertainty regarding prairie-fed tributaries with highly variable flow regimes.

· There’s a huge difference between needs of the mainstem of the river and needs of a tributary.

· A basic definition is needed especially for tributaries. Problems arise from working from some presumed value. How does Instream Flow Needs affect rural areas? GoA has never studied that. No baseline for that. (Note: NSWA is planning to prepare major report in 2010, tackling the Instream Flow Needs in the mainstem.)

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion 

· Concern about loss of flows/degradation from tributaries

· Does Instream Flow Needs apply to tributaries? If so, how?

5. Vulnerability Issue: Institutional Development 

(How people organize themselves to develop and implement the policies, regulations and best practices needed to manage the watershed)

· Conservation of land now includes conservation of wetlands. No net loss policy. Developers have to replace any loss. Municipalities with this policy can enforce their own protection of wetlands. Developers can choose their own approach, which may include compensation to the municipality.

· Counties need tougher provisions in their Municipal Development Plans or Land-use By-laws to control land use and restrict the size and number of parcels in a subdivision.

· Lack of coordinated action among counties, and different approaches by neighbouring counties.

· What to do when dealing inter-provincially as well as inter-municipally?  Vermilion River often has to be concerned about what is happening on the Saskatchewan side of the border.

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion 

· Impact of Land-use Framework on water management issues.

· How will the conversation about trade-off happen?

· Recommendation: province needs to address long-term water capacity issues.

· We need to recognize the connection of all other things to the watershed – like air quality. Our concern about the water shed should extend beyond water and land to include air. We need to be concerned about the prevailing winds blowing from the west.

· Federal government (Department of Fisheries and Oceans) involvement – impact of putting Sturgeon on the list of species-at-risk

· Communicate with older people; educate the younger ones

6. Vulnerability Issue: Water Use Trends
Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
· Thorhild: all hamlets have regional water. Installing meters resulted in consumption dropping in half. Start measuring and people can see their use and conserve or be aware of their water use. 

· Non-potable use may increase demand for irrigation and recreational opportunities. Defining recreational lake levels caused water use issues. 

· Information needs: 

· Lack of information about some aspects of groundwater, like amount, quality, location, reliability of delivery, etc. 

· Lack of availability of current information or it doesn’t relate to the important issues. 

· Translation of water quality information into useful information for land-use decisions.

· Farmers and developers lack of information, awareness and understanding of environmental value of wetlands and sloughs.

· Need information about the value of ecological goods and services (EG&S): the cost of operation for a farmer versus the value of leaving a wetland. Where do municipalities get funding to finance preservation and restoration of wetlands?

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion 

· Potential of inter- basin transfer of water from Athabasca River to supply drinking water to small communities along the northern side of the North Saskatchewan River watershed

· The County of Vermilion River is not using the ALUS (Alternate Land Use Services) of Delta Waterfowl from Manitoba. ALUS promotes having farmers keep some areas as wetland and natural habitat; the farmers get paid a small amount per acre for the land in wetlands, grasslands and growing trees.

7. Vulnerability Issue: Dams and Diversions
Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
· High Gate Dam: Vermilion River participated. There were challenges from First Nations, although Pound Maker Band came on side and were willing to put money into it. There were also concerns about sturgeon fish. We need a supply to draw from – we would be at the headwaters of this dam.

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion 

· Issue – placement and operation of dams and control gates that cause a deficit of water

· Storage capacity – what are the province’s plans?

8. Vulnerability Issue: Drought and Floods

Comments from the Dec 2009 Round Table Discussion
· There is flooding due to a big flush of water in the spring and lack of water holding capacity on the land to slow down the flooding.

Questions

· Do the comments made about this issue sound right to you? 
· What else needs to be said to flesh out the issue? 
· If you could ask the experts questions about this issue – what questions would you ask? 
· What information do you need to help answer these questions?
Comments from March 2010 Round Table Discussion 

No comments recorded on this topic.

Summary of Afternoon Plenary Discussion: IWMP Assumptions - March 10, 2010
Clarifications:

· 3% consumption results from evaporation and transfer (it goes to Saskatchewan/Manitoba)

· Wetland loss occurs as a result of human activities (drainage) and through drought

· Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) research suggests that we have lost two-thirds of our wetlands in the white zone through farming and urban development.

· Vermillion has a comprehensive map of historic/current wetlands. This map was developed based on historical photographs

Request: Copy of Vermillion River wetlands and plans for next 5 years. 

Policy of No Further Degradation

· Ultimate question – How do we get there? If there is zero degradation does that mean that the new guy coming in has to have zero impact, or do the people already there have to reduce their impacts? In other words, do others already in the area have to make changes in order to accommodate new development?

· For example – the new minimal disturbance practices in Oil & Gas has to be widely adopted.

Summary of Afternoon Round Table Discussion: IWMP Long Term Goals – 

March 10, 2010
IWMP Long term Goal #1:

Protect or improve the water quality of the mainstem of the North Saskatchewan River by managing contaminant loadings to the river.

Questions

If we do more to manage contaminant loading to the river, what could this mean to the way you currently live and do business?

1. What could you support or live with?

2. What would you not be able to support?

Summary of comments

Integrated planning

· Planning has to be more inter-related, integrating social, economic and ecological.

· Who makes the management decisions for wasteload allocation? How will we accommodate future growth with present loadings? These are complex questions: timing, permits, locations – lots of politics involved.

· Need continuous planning with clear description of implementation. 

Accountability and Enforcement

· Who would do it and under what accountability? Who is the administrator/manager/ controller of this? Right now these responsibilities are split up all over the place.

· Need accountability on the “backstop” - how will regulation help.

· Needs to be defined accountability for the process to work.

· Enforcement needs to be set up to be feasible for each of the different sectors, must be carefully designed with smart enforcement (i.e. “ladder of enforcement”).

Education and training

· Key need is more education and training, including for regulatory staff.

· Would support better partnerships with universities and research community.

Implementation costs

· Implementation must consider full costs! 

Summary of measures participants indicated they could support:

Low impact development approach:

· Support policy to collaboratively reduce impact so low-impact development can continue.

Risk management approach: 

· All major players should be at the table for a risk management approach – everyone who is using or impacting watersheds.

Stormwater: 

· Better planning & treatment methods for stormwater contaminants. 
· Explore alternatives to road salt. 

· Would Support a policy for regulation of storm water from urban areas.
· Regulate urban use of pesticides and fertilizers.
Incentives

· New development potential shouldn’t be limited by existing standards and the requirement of no further degradation; should support collective reduction of current loadings to make room for new loadings by providing incentives to existing industry to reduce.

Summary of measures participants indicated they could NOT support

Offset credits 

· Should not have pollution compensated outside of the area / water body / sub-watershed where occurs.

· Would not support a policy of one industry that is polluting water to buy an offset in another area.

· What if the offset credit was applied locally? Yes, if it is in close proximity to where the pollution is occurring. For example: if you have three small wetlands, and you want to get rid of tow, but build up the third. But that has to be applied for and approved, to make sure there is actually a net benefit to what you are doing – like the one you select to build up is the one that is connected to the recharge area, etc. 

· The principle we are after: it has to be a site-specific offset – where compensation does happen somewhere else.

· Yes, but you need to be cautious even locally – the positive has to outweigh the negative impacts, so that adverse effects are actually mitigated.

There has to be a process, where the request for change is considered.

· IWMP Long term Goal #2: 
Maintain or improve the ecological integrity of the aquatic ecosystems in the sub-basins of the North Saskatchewan River watershed, including lakes, wetlands and tributaries.

Questions

If we do more to Maintain or improve the ecological integrity of the aquatic ecosystems in the sub-basins of the North Saskatchewan River watershed, including lakes, wetlands and tributaries, what could this mean to the way you currently live and do business?
1. What could you support or live with?

2. What would you not be able to support?

Summary of comments

· We need better enforcement of existing regulations.

· The backstop is good – but everyone needs to be involved in the decision to develop new regulations

· Look at response to first set of goals – collaborative approaches in particular apply

Summary of measures participants indicated they could support:

Wetlands inventory 

· Need wetland inventory performed across watersheds.

· Support a policy of re-establishing, protecting and maintaining riparian areas that are continuous along rivers and streams

· Support wetland enhancement

Stream crossings

· Manage & remove barriers to fish travel. Support a policy of construction of stream crossings that allow fish passage and not crossings that impede fish passage

Sensitive areas

· Limit access in sensitive areas and during sensitive times – adaptive, site-specific cumulative effects management (e.g. winter wheat, spawning bed protection) 

Low-impact development and setbacks

· Municipalities need to specify development setbacks from water bodies

· would support appropriate setbacks from waterways, with ecological integrity, continual cover, natural riparian conditions

· Question: how do we better zone development to be on appropriate soil types and geological settings and encourage sensitive (i.e. Low impact) development that would allow natural treatment of runoff?

· Have natural treatment of sewage.

· Agricultural Operations Practices Act (AOPA) guidelines need to be enforceable

Increasing penalties

· would support policy increasing penalty for illegal activities in water bodies (wetland drainage, Off Highway Vehicle - Recreation in streams)

Education, monitoring, enforcement, incentives

· Increased dollars needed for education, monitoring and ENFORCEMENT.

· Better enforcement.

· Support incentive and education programs that encourage landowners to keep wetlands using compensation.

· Positive incentives with fair compensation combined with education then monitoring and enforcement when needed.

· Enforcement of regulations to keep vehicles and livestock out of water bodies

Ecological Goods and Services

· Support a policy of payment to land owners for maintenance of ecological goods and services values on private land
Conservation easements

· Important to have long-term continuity in conservation, too, i.e. Conservation easements, which allow some appropriate activity (i.e. Hay cutting in right season & during drier periods)

· Support a policy to use conservation easements

Summary of measures participants indicated they could NOT support

· poorly integrated regulation without monitoring

· Not support a policy of preventing landowners from managing their own land and drainage without compensation to leave wetlands
Long term Goal #3: 

Maintain or improve groundwater quality and quantity.

Questions

If we do more to maintain or improve groundwater quality and quantity, what could this mean to the way you currently live and do business?
1. What could you support or live with?

2. What would you not be able to support?

Summary of comments

· better regulation of activities

· more fundamental research & knowledge needed

Summary of measures participants indicated they could support:

Groundwater

· Identify & protect aquifer recharge areas.

· NEED WAY MORE INFORMATION about /monitoring of groundwater.

· Needs to be better integration of monitoring activities with good information sharing.

· Key need for sewage and surface water risk assessment to groundwater resources.

· Education & workshops for well owners, municipalities, etc.

· Technological improvements need to be widely adopted.

Oil & Gas and groundwater

· We need better planning. For example, drilling for gas – there needs to be more minimal impact drilling on the surface. For oil wells, there needs to be better planning for selecting well sites.

· Down-hole technology is pretty good. Seismic is very different now than it was. Much lighter charges are used to prevent cracking.

· Identify and manage abandoned water and oil & gas wells that have not been properly reclaimed.

· Liabilities of old sites need to be better managed.

· Better study of ground water and the effect of oil and gas drilling on domestic water wells of land owners and farmers.

· Protective policies need to be in place for preventing contamination due to oil & gas activity.

· Support policies discouraging use of fresh water in oil well injection.

· What are the risks of seismic activity? May be increasing now?

Practice of spreading manure on the land

· Monitoring effects of manure spreading, i.e. Residual antibiotics entering water.

Summary of measures participants indicated they could NOT support

· oil and gas activities which are carried out without long-term planning

· not willing to support complete limitations on development

Long term Goal #4:
Maintain mainstem hydrological function (water quantity and flow) so uses are protected.  

Questions

If we do more to maintain mainstem hydrological function, what could this mean to the way you currently live and do business?

3. What could you support or live with?

4. What would you not be able to support?

Summary of comments

· We need emphasis placed on protecting the public good for the future.

· What is the status of longer-term agreements? 

· Should there be monitored and have more conditions on renewal?

· Key for plan preparation is to not rush the process, have lots of thought, input and discussion with all stakeholders.

Summary of measures participants indicated they could support:

Monitoring

· Need good monitoring of water use in basin, better than current monitoring.

Instream Flow Needs

· Would support policies that would maintain flow as close as possible to natural flows.

· Would support comprehensive instream flow needs study to establish flow objectives (expensive!)

Water allocation and use

· We need to look at potential for future dams

· Support a policy to have water licences more realistic in terms of water allocated and water needed.

· More realistic allocation in relation to actual need/use.

· Have adequate quantity and flow of water in rivers for municipal water purposes.

· Have adequate water for aquatic ecosystem as an identified use.

· Have to rationalize all uses of water in the river so as to protect uses satisfactorily during years of very low flow 

Risk assessment approach: 

· Stakeholders to prioritize all uses of water, and design criteria for rationing water use before crisis arise.

· We need a strategy/plan for managing a crisis situation – a plan for how we manage the lowest-flow.  How we are going to ration water so we are prepared for the worst-case scenario?

Summary of measures participants indicated they could NOT support

· Would not support selling one's water use / share / portion to others. This increases actual use.

· Would not support inter basin transfer beyond North Saskatchewan River Basin. 
Question: how are we to deal with major new uses (i.e. Irrigation)?
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